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ABSTRACT
CLOSE OR DISTANT PAST? THE ROLE OF TEMPORAL DISTANCE IN
RESPONSES TO INTERGROUP VIOLENCE FROM VICTIM AND PERPETRATOR
PERSPECTIVES
MAY 2017
MENGYAO LI, B.A., BARD COLLEGE
M.S., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Professor Bernhard Leidner
As time distances people from moral transgressions, do affected parties
experience a lingering need for addressing the past, or does the need gradually fade away
over time? Do people perceive time differently depending on whether the ingroup has
committed or suffered the transgression? In two different intergroup contexts, we
investigate the role of temporal distance in attitudes toward justice and reconciliation
after moral transgressions from the perspectives of both victim and perpetrator groups. In
the context of the conflict between Serbs and Bosniaks, Study 1 showed that temporal
distance from intergroup transgressions predicted different reactions to the transgression
between victim and perpetrator groups. Whereas increased subjective temporal distance
predicted more opposition to justice and reconciliation efforts via reduced empathy for
outgroup members among the perpetrator group, it predicted more willingness to forgo
justice and reconcile via increased empathy for outgroup members among the victim
group. Study 1 also demonstrated another type of temporal asymmetry between victim
and perpetrator groups. Compared to Serbs, the primary perpetrator group in the conflict,
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Bosniaks perceived the war as temporally closer. In the context of the conflict between
the U.S. and Iran, Study 2 provided a partial conceptual replication of Study 1, and
further explored the moderating role of ingroup glorification. Whereas high glorifiers
perceived the transgression as temporally closer when the ingroup is the victim than the
perpetrator, low glorifiers reacted in the exact opposite manner, perceiving the
transgression as more distant when the ingroup was the perpetrator than when it was the
victim. These divergent perceptions of time further yielded victim and perpetrator group
members’ different attitudes toward justice and reconciliation. Study 3 further established
the causal relationships between temporal distance and attitudes toward justice and
reconciliation via empathy, again moderated by glorification. The implications for postconflict peacebuilding are discussed.

Keywords: intergroup violence, temporal distance, justice, reconciliation, ingroup
glorification
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Global politics in the post-World War II period has been characterized by an
uptake in the establishment of international norms, laws, and institutions to address past
and prevent future human rights violations. Common approaches to dealing with past
atrocities include but are not limited to criminal tribunals, sanctions, reparations, official
apologies, and truth commissions. Despite the marked advancement in the international
justice system, a persistent challenge facing societies recovering from mass atrocities
concerns the timing of pursuing justice (e.g., Fletcher, Weinstein, & Rowen, 2009; Olsen,
Payne, & Reiter, 2010). In the case of retributive justice (e.g., prosecution and
punishment of perpetrators), for example, rejecting perpetrators’ demand for impunity
and putting them on trial immediately after the conflict might threaten a recent and fragile
transition from violence to peace (e.g., Orentlicher, 2007; Zalaquett, 1990). On the other
hand, victims of human rights abuses have a powerful need for justice and not responding
to their needs long after the conflict can further antagonize members of the victim group
and hinder reconciliation efforts in the long run (e.g., Backer, 2010; Li, Leidner, Petrovic,
Orazani, & Rad, revise-resubmit; Orentlicher, 2007). The question at stake, therefore, is
how the passage of time plays a role in victims’ and perpetrators’ responses to large-scale
intergroup violence.
A related and equally important question concerns people’s subjective perception
of time. Indeed, people’s experience of temporal distance from a past event, while of
course related to the actual passage of time, does not necessarily correspond “1-to-1” to it
(Ross & Wilson, 2002; Wilson & Ross, 2001). Thus, it might be that group members’
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attitudes toward justice and reconciliation after intergroup conflict depend on both how
much time has actually passed since the conflict, and how close or distant the conflict
feels to group members (i.e., their subjective perceptions of temporal distance).
Furthermore, group members’ subjective perceptions of temporal distance might diverge
depending on the role of the group in the conflict (i.e., victim or perpetrator). Whereas
perpetrator group members may be motivated to temporally distance themselves from the
violent past as a self-defensive strategy, victim group members may experience a
lingering need for addressing the past and perceive their suffering as relatively close in
time. Ultimately, then, the effect of temporal distance on attitudes toward post-conflict
justice and reconciliation might be different for victims and perpetrators.
To my knowledge, however, no psychological research to date has systematically
examined the role of temporal distance (be it subjective or objective) in intergroup
violence from the perspectives of both victim and perpetrator groups. In an effort to
address this gap in the peace and justice literature, the proposed research aims to examine
1) how temporal distance influences victim and perpetrator group members’ attitudes
toward justice and reconciliation; 2) the psychological mechanism underlying this link
from temporal distance to attitudes toward justice and reconciliation; and 3) whether
subjective temporal distance in particular is motivated by people’s membership in the
victim or perpetrator group.
Temporal Distance as a Dimension of Psychological Distance
Temporal distance has been conceptualized as an important dimension of
psychological distance (Trope & Liberman, 2003; Liberman et al., 2007). Psychological
distance broadly refers to the subjective experience of objects or events that are “close or
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far away from the self, here, and now” (Trope & Liberman, 2010, p. 1). Substantial
research has demonstrated that different dimensions of psychological distance (time,
space, social, and probability) exert similar influences on how people mentally construe
objects and events, and that these mental construals can in turn guide attitudes and
behaviors (Liberman, Trope, & Stephan, 2007). In the domain of justice and morality,
psychological distance has been shown to reduce people’s sensitivity to individuating
information about targets of justice judgments (Mentovich, Yudkin, Tyler, & Trope,
2016), as well as reduce willingness to donate to victims in need and empathy toward
individual donation targets (Ein-Gar & Levontin, 2012).
At the temporal dimension, time can shape how people perceive and evaluate past
and future events (Trope & Liberman, 2003; Liberman et al., 2007). The temporal
construal theory postulates that temporally distant events are perceived as more abstract,
global, and decontextualized, compared to temporally close events (e.g., Semin & Smith,
1999). Past events, according to Semin and Smith (1999), are gradually moved into a
long-term storage system, which uses more abstract and schematic forms of information
representation. Research has also examined the effects of temporal distance on
evaluations of the present – for example, feeling temporally distant from past failures
resulted in more favorable views of the current self, compared to feeling temporally close
to the same failures (Wilson & Ross, 2003). This existing research on psychological
distance in general and temporal distance in particular supports my hypothesis that the
role of time in intergroup conflict will be different for victim and perpetrator group
members, especially when also considering past research demonstrating how people’s
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responses to intergroup violence are shaped by their own and their group’s experiences of
the violence and ensuing motivations and cognitions.
Temporal Distance and Responses to Intergroup Violence
Perpetrator Group
Although the boundary between victims and perpetrators is often blurred, social
psychological research on intergroup relations has managed to distinguish people’s
responses to wrongdoings committed by their own group (e.g., Castano & Giner-Sorolla,
2006; Leidner & Castano, 2012; Leidner, Castano, Zaiser, & Giner-Sorolla, 2010) from
responses to wrongdoings suffered by their own group (e.g., Cehajic, Brown, & Castano,
2008; Leidner, Castano, & Ginges, 2013). When faced with wrongdoings committed by
the ingroup, for example, people tend to use various moral disengagement strategies
(Bandura, 1999, 2002), dehumanization of outgroup victims (Castano & Giner-Sorolla,
2006; Leidner et al., 2010), or even active moralization of violence (Giner-Sorolla,
Leidner, & Castano, 2011; Leidner & Castano, 2012). In the current research, I argue that
temporal distance serves an ingroup-defensive or even morally disengaging function for
members of the perpetrator group. As time (objectively or subjectively) separates people
from their ingroup’s wrongdoings, they may be less interested in efforts aiming at
addressing the past atrocities and mending the relationship with the victim group.
In line with this hypothesis, successive public opinion polls in Serbia suggest that
the Serbian attitude toward war crimes committed during the Balkan wars and the
International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) is characterized by
growing confusion and decreased interest over the past 15 years (Dimitrijevic, 2008). For
example, Serb respondents’ knowledge of the atrocities committed by Serbian
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paramilitary units against Bosniaks in 1992 has been on the decline. Echoing this
observation, Peetz and colleagues (2010) demonstrated that when the Holocaust was
perceived as more remote in time, Germans experienced less collective guilt, which in
turn predicted less willingness to make amends. Similarly, it has been shown that
perpetrator group members tend to increase their expectations of forgiveness from
victims when a transgression is perceived as temporally distant rather than close
(Greenaway, Louis, & Wohl, 2012). These findings collectively suggest that increased
temporal distance can reduce the psychological impact of past transgressions on
perpetrator group members, thus leading to less demands for justice and reconciliation
efforts.
Victim Group
While no research has directly examined how responses to intergroup violence
change over time among members of the victim group, extant evidence suggests that
temporal distance may also influence the victim group’s perception of past wrongdoing.
People often hear the advice that time will eventually heal the wound. Research on
interpersonal transgressions lends support for this popular lay theory – both objective and
subjective temporal distance from the transgression increases the victim’s willingness to
forgive the perpetrator (Wohl & McGrath, 2007). Extending this finding to the intergroup
context, it seems plausible that temporal distance also serves a “healing” function for
members of the victim group. As time distances people from the ingroup’s past suffering,
they may be more willing to let go of the injustices and move on. Temporal distance,
therefore, can potentially influence the victim group in a similar way as it influences the
perpetrator group – in the sense that it might serve to reduce the psychological impact of
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the group’s experiences in the conflict. However, the societal implications of such
temporal distancing among the victim group should be entirely different from those
among the perpetrator group. Whereas a “time-induced reduction” in psychological
impact of the group’s conflict experiences should lead to more negative intergroup
attitudes and less demands for justice and reconciliatory efforts among the perpetrator
group, it should lead to more positive intergroup attitudes and more openness to
reconciliation among the victim group. In fact, as time separates the victim group from
their past suffering, they may even be willing to forgo punitive forms of justice in order
to maintain peaceful coexistence with the perpetrator group.
The Mediating Role of Empathy
In this research, I also aim to investigate the underlying mechanism by which
temporal distance might influence demands for justice and reconciliation efforts among
both victim and perpetrator groups: empathy toward the outgroup members. If for
perpetrators, temporal distance functions as a defensive or morally disengaging strategy
that minimizes the perceived impact of the ingroup’s wrongdoings, it might also result in
reduced concern for the victim group’s suffering. From this perspective, increased
temporal distance from ingroup wrongdoings should predict less empathy toward the
victim group. On the contrary, increased temporal distance from the ingroup’s suffering
should facilitate more positive feelings toward the outgroup, and thus predict more
empathy for the perpetrator group. In other words, as people experience more temporal
distance from their group’s perpetration of violence against another group, they will
become less empathic towards the other group; as people experience more temporal
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distance from their group’s suffering of violence at the hands of another group, they will
become more empathic towards the other group.
Existing literature demonstrates that empathy is closely linked to demands for
justice and reconciliation in the aftermath of intergroup violence (e.g., McCullough &
Worthington, 1995; Noor, Brown, & Prentice, 2008). For instance, empathy toward
perpetrators has been shown to facilitate forgiveness and reconciliation (McCullough &
Worthington, 1995; Noor et al., 2008). From the perpetrators’ perspective, Greenaway et
al. (2012) found that greater empathy for victims was associated with less expectation of
forgiveness and more remorse for the wrongdoing. I therefore hypothesize that temporal
distance would predict the extent to which victims and perpetrators empathize with the
outgroup, which would in turn facilitate or inhibit support for justice and reconciliation
(see Figures A1 and A2 for the hypothesized model).
I have so far argued that (objective and subjective) temporal distance can have
different implications for group members’ attitudes toward justice and reconciliation,
depending on whether the ingroup has primarily committed or suffered violence in the
conflict. Not only does temporal distance affect how people perceive past events, people
are also able to regulate perceptions of temporal distance in self-defensive ways (Peetz et
al., 2010; Ross & Wilson, 2002). Victim and perpetrator group members might therefore
have asymmetric subjective perceptions of time.
Motivated Subjective Perceptions of Temporal Distance
According to social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), people are motivated
to maintain a positive collective identity and, as a result, may feel threatened when
confronted with wrongdoings committed by their ingroup even though they are not
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personally accountable. As mentioned earlier, to alleviate such perceived threat members
of the perpetrator group tend to morally disengage from the wrongdoings committed by
their own group (Bandura, 1999, 2002; Castano et al., 2010; Leidner et al., 2010). From
the perspective of victim group members, vicarious experiences of victimization can
easily evoke vengeful feelings toward the perpetrator group, motivating group-based
revenge (Lickel, 2012; Lickel, Miller, Stenstrom, Denson, & Schmader, 2006). Literature
on interpersonal violence also contends that people desire transgressors to suffer in
proportion to the magnitude of their crimes, even when the likelihood of future offenses
is low (Carlsmith & Darley, 2008).
Pertinent to the present research, victims’ strong desire for redressing past
injustices and perpetrators’ tendency to disengage from collective harm-doing suggest
that they may be motivated to have differential subjective perceptions of psychological
distance from the same past intergroup violence. Indeed, past research has demonstrated
that individuals tend to feel farther from past experiences with negative implications for
the current self-image than experiences with flattering implications (Ross & Wilson,
2002). At an intergroup level, threat elicited by ingroup-perpetrated atrocities has been
shown to increase subjective perceptions of temporal distance from the atrocities,
compared to when the threat was mitigated (Peetz et al., 2010). Although virtually no
research to date has examined perception of time as a motivated process among victim
group members, tangential evidence suggests that victims might perceive past suffering
as relatively close in time in order to actively pursue justice and resist reconciliation. In
South Africa, for example, longitudinal data revealed that victims’ approval of
conditional amnesty dropped dramatically in 2008 relative to 2002-2003, and the sharp
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decline was accompanied by an increased desire for criminal accountability even at the
risk of political instability (Backer, 2010). Similarly, public opinion polls in 2009 and
2011 indicated that most Bosniaks and Muslims living in Serbia held a rather positive
view of the ICTY, presenting a stark contrast to the prevailing public opinion of
(Christian) Serbs (Belgrade Centre for Human Rights, 2009; 2011). Our recent research
also suggests that compared to members of perpetrator groups, victim group members
tend to have stronger demands for retributive justice (i.e., punishment of transgressors),
more support for future violence against the outgroup, and less openness to reconciliation
(Li et al., revise-resubmit).
The differences in victim and perpetrator groups’ responses to past conflict can
potentially stem from the discrepancy in their subjective perceptions of temporal distance
from the conflict. Although objective calendar time and subjective experiences of time
are often closely related, what matters the most in the context of intergroup conflict is
arguably the motivated subjective perception of time. It is plausible that whereas
perpetrators are motivated to temporally distance themselves from the past atrocities,
victims are motivated to perceive the same violent events as closer in time and thus need
significantly longer time to move on from the past.
Taken together, I propose that 1) whereas more temporal distance will lead to less
support for justice and reconciliatory efforts among perpetrator group members via a
decrease in empathy, it will lead to more openness to intergroup reconciliation among
victim group members via an increase in empathy; 2) compared to perpetrator group
members, victim group members will perceive the same past intergroup violence as
temporally closer. In other words, I hypothesized two main forms of temporal asymmetry
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between perpetrator and victim group members. First, temporal distance leads to different
intergroup outcomes between perpetrator and victim groups. Second, victim and
perpetrator group members have divergent subjective perceptions of temporal distance
from the same transgression.
Overview of Studies
Across two different intergroup contexts (Serbia-Bosnia, U.S.-Iran/Middle East),
four studies were designed to explore the differential roles that temporal distance plays in
victim and perpetrator group members’ responses to intergroup conflict. Study 1
examined the relationship between subjective temporal distance and attitudes toward
justice and reconciliation among victim and perpetrator groups, as well as the underlying
psychological mechanism: empathy. Study 2 explored a moderating factor (i.e., ingroup
glorification) of the hypothesized temporal asymmetry between victim and perpetrator
groups and its downstream effects on intergroup attitudes. Study 3 examined the causal
effects of temporal distance (moderated by glorification) on victim and perpetrator group
members’ attitudes toward justice and reconciliation.
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CHAPTER 2
STUDY 1
The main purpose of Study 1 was to examine how temporal distance plays a role
in responses to intergroup violence from the perspectives of predominantly victim and
perpetrator groups, in the context of the conflict between Bosniaks and Serbs. As one of
the most destructive conflicts of the late 20th century, the Bosnian War resulted in an
estimated 100,000 casualties of combatants and civilians. Although both sides have
committed acts of violence, Western historical consensus maintains that Serbs were the
primary perpetrators and Bosniaks the primary victims of the conflict. It has been over
twenty years since the UN Security Council created the ICTY, which has served to
investigate and prosecute war crimes committed by all sides of the conflict. The violent
history of the Balkans and recent development of the ICTY thus provides a rich context
to study the relation between temporal distance and attitudes toward justice and
reconciliation. Against the backdrop of the Bosnian War, Study 1 recruited both Serb and
Bosniak participants and examined their subjective perceptions of temporal distance and
attitudes toward a variety of issues related to justice and reconciliation.
In addition to Serbs’ perpetrator status and Bosniaks’ victim status in the overall
conflict, Study 1 also examined participants’ reactions to episodes of violence either
committed or suffered by their own ethnic group. In other words, within each ethnic
group I experimentally manipulated the ingroup’s victim vs. perpetrator role in a specific
conflict scenario. Thus, Study 1 employed a combination of quasi-experimental
(ethnicity: Bosniak vs. Serb) and experimental (ingroup’s role in the conflict scenario:
victim vs. perpetrator) designs. It is important to note that “ethnicity” in this study is a
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proxy for the ingroup’s overall victim or perpetrator status in the conflict. I therefore
hypothesized that among Serbs, more subjective temporal distancing from the Bosnian
War should predict less empathy toward Bosniaks, which should in turn predict less
support for justice and reconciliatory efforts. Among Bosniaks, in contrast, more
subjective temporal distancing from the war should predict more empathy toward Serbs,
which should in turn predict less demand for justice (e.g., punishment of Serb
perpetrators) and more reconciliatory efforts. Moreover, Bosniaks should perceive the
war as temporally closer than Serbs, again due to their respective victim and perpetrator
status in the overall conflict.
While I expected the experimental manipulation of victim vs. perpetrator role to
produce similar patterns of responses within each ethnic group, the overall victim and
perpetrator status of Bosniaks and Serbs might weaken the effects of the role
manipulation. The hypothesized relationship between temporal distance and various
intergroup outcomes through empathy should be the strongest when the conflict scenario
described in the article is congruent with the overall victim or perpetrator status of the
ingroup (i.e., Serbs in the ingroup-perpetrator condition and Bosniaks in the ingroupvictim condition).
Method
Participants
The Serbian sample consisted of 333 Serb adults, most of whom had personal
experiences with the Bosnian War mainly through their family members. Participants
were recruited using a snowball-type sampling procedure in Belgrade, Serbia. The survey
was created using Qualtrics, and approximately 100 students from the University of
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Belgrade served as recruiters and did not fill out the survey themselves. Each student
distributed the link to the online survey to 3-4 respondents using his or her own social
networks. Our screening of the data resulted in an exclusion of 36 participants because
they did not understand or pay sufficient attention to the manipulation material (as
indicated by their summaries of this material and incorrect answers to the attention
checks), 23 participants because they spent less than 20 seconds reading the manipulation
material, and another 16 participants because they spent significantly longer time reading
the material compared to the rest of the sample. 258 participants were retained in the
subsequent data analyses (72% women; age M = 26.71, SD = 10.37, range = 18-79).
Although we excluded a large portion of the sample (22.52%), this exclusion was
necessary as the reliability of our findings relied heavily on participants’ attention to the
manipulation materials.
The Bosnian sample consisted of 237 Bosniak adults. Similar to the Serbian
sample, most of the Bosniak participants had personal experiences with the Bosnian War.
The study was conducted in a paper-and-pencil format, and participants were again
recruited through snowball sampling in Tuzla and the surrounding cities in Bosnia and
Herzegovina. We made a deliberate effort to recruit an approximate equal number of
male and female participants in each experimental condition. The screening of the data
resulted in an exclusion of six participants because they did not understand or pay
sufficient attention to the manipulation material (as indicated by their summaries of this
material and incorrect answers to the attention checks) and twelve participants because
they did not identify as Muslims. Because participants completed the surveys in a paperand-pencil format, we were unable to record the time that participants spent on reading
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the manipulation material, and thus made no exclusion based on reading time.1 A total of
219 participants were retained in the subsequent data analyses (53% women; age M =
36.82, SD = 11.43, range = 19-68).
Procedure
Both Serb and Bosniak participants followed the same study procedure. After
consenting to take part in a study on attitudes toward the relations between Serbs and
Bosniaks, participants were randomly assigned to read a news article depicting a military
operation, led either by Serbs or Bosniaks, in a town in Bosnia and Herzegovina or in
Serbia, respectively. During the operation, over 3,000 civilians were killed and thousands
more were injured. In one condition, participants read about Serbs committing war crimes
against Bosniak civilians ingroup victimization condition (i.e., ingroup-transgression for
Serbs and ingroup-victimization for Bosniaks). In the other condition, participants read
about Bosniaks committing war crimes against Serb civilians (i.e., ingroup-victimization
for Serbs and ingroup-transgression for Bosniaks). The news articles were largely
identical across conditions except for the ethnic identities of the perpetrators and the
victims, and the locations of the military operation. After the reading task, participants
completed several attention check questions in which they indicated the ethnicities of the
perpetrators and victims of the violence described in the article. Participants then
summarized the article in their own words to demonstrate their understanding of the
article. Afterwards, they filled out the following dependent measures in the order
described below. All items were measured on 6-point scales (1=strongly disagree;

1

To be consistent with the Bosnian sample, I also conducted the subsequent analyses without excluding
Serb participants based on their reading time. The results remained unchanged.
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6=strongly agree) unless noted otherwise. At the end of the study, participants reported
their demographic information and were fully debriefed.
Materials
Subjective Temporal Distance
Adapted from Wohl and McGrath (2007), a single-item measure was employed to
measure subjective temporal distance from the event described the article. Participants
indicated how distant or close in time they felt to the event by placing a mark on a
horizontal line with the left end designated “very distant” and the right end designated
“very close.” Because the length of the line in paper-and-pencil version was different
from that in the online version, we used the ratio of the distance between the mark and
the right end of the line (“very close”) to the total length of the line as an indicator of
subjective temporal distance (0=very close; 100=very distant).
Empathy
Adapted from Batson, Fultz, and Schoenrade (1987), five items measured the
extent to which participants felt empathy for the outgroup (e.g., “I feel compassion for the
Bosniaks/Serbs.” “I feel sympathy for the Bosniaks/Serbs.”).
Attitudes toward Justice-related Issues
Participants indicated their attitudes toward a variety of issues related to justice,
including punishment of the perpetrators, rights for members of the outgroup, domestic
policies related to the outgroup, as well as the ICTY.
Demands for Retributive Justice
Adapted from Leidner et al. (2013), four items measured the extent to which
participants supported punishment of the perpetrator group as a way to restore justice
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(e.g., “To restore justice, Serbia/BiH needs to be punished for its military’s actions
described in the news article.” “For justice to be fully reinstated, Serbia/BiH needs to be
held accountable for its military actions against Bosniaks/Serbs.”).
Support for Outgroup Rights
To measure participants’ support for outgroup rights, we developed eight items
regarding the basic civil, political, and human rights of Bosniaks currently living in
Serbia or Serbs currently living in Bosnia and Herzegovina (e.g., “All Bosniaks/Serbs
should be entitled to social security and welfare benefits.” “Some Bosniaks/Serbs should
not have the right to take part in the Serbian/Bosnian government.” “Bosniaks/Serbs
should have the right to express their religious views even in the public sphere.”).
Support for Policies toward the Outgroup
Nine items measured the extent to which participants supported pro- and antioutgroup policies, again regarding members of the outgroup currently living in
participants’ own country (e.g., “It should be allowed to Bosniaks/Serbs, if they wish, to
have dual citizenship.” “It must not be allowed to Bosniaks/Serbs to have a TV and radio
stations.”).
Attitudes toward the ICTY
To further assess participants’ responses to justice-related issues, we also included
a single-item measure for attitudes toward the ICTY (“What is your attitudes toward the
ICTY in general?”). This item was taken from the “Attitudes toward the International
Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY)” survey series, and was measured
on a 4-point scale (1 = Extremely negative; 4 = Extremely positive).
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Willingness to Reconcile
To capture participants’ willingness to reconcile with members of the outgroup,
we assessed the extent to which participants supported reconciliation at both the state
level and the personal level.
State-level Reconciliation
Adapted from Shnabel and colleagues (2009) and Wenzel and Okimoto (2010),
five items measured the extent to which participants supported their ingroup’s effort to
promote reconciliation with the outgroup at the state level (e.g., “Serbia/BiH should try to
do its part to promote reconciliation with BiH/Serbia.” “Serbia/BiH should express good
will toward BiH/Serbia.” “Serbia/BiH should keep its distance from BiH/Serbia.”).
Personal-level Reconciliation
Five items measured participants’ willingness to personally engage with the
people and culture of the outgroup (e.g., “I would like to learn about the Bosniak/Serbian
culture.” “I would like to be friends with a Bosniak/Serb.” “I will keep my distance from
the Bosniak/Serb people.”).
Results
Effects of Ethnicity and Ingroup-role Manipulation
To assess the joint effects of ethnicity and ingroup-role manipulation on
subjective temporal distance, empathy, and attitudes toward justice-related issues and
reconciliation, I submitted them as dependent variables (DVs) to moderated regression
analyses using the general linear model (GLM) procedure in SAS 9.4. In each analysis,
ethnicity (Bosniak vs. Serb) and the ingroup-role manipulation (victim vs. perpetrator)
were entered as the independent variables (IVs).
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Subjective Temporal Distance
Subjective temporal distance (M = 46.74, SD = 28.59) was entered as a DV in the
GLM described above. As predicted, there was a significant main effect ethnicity on
subjective temporal distance, F(1, 439) = 24.14, p < 0.001, ηp2 = .05 (LCI = .02, UCI
= .09). Bosniaks perceived the events described in the article as less temporally distant
(i.e., temporally closer; M = 40.16, SD = 28.49) compared to Serbs (M = 53.17, SD =
27.24). However, the ingroup-role manipulation did not significantly affect participants’
subjective temporal distance (Mvictim = 47.82, Mperpetrator = 45.63), F(1, 439) = .87, p =
0.351, ηp2 < .01 (LCI < .001, UCI = .01). The interaction between ethnicity and
intergroup role also did not reach significance, F(1, 439) = 2.03, p = 0.155, ηp2 < .001
(LCI < .01, UCI = .02; see Table A1 for the means and SDs of all DVs in each condition,
and effect sizes for simple effects).
Empathy
The same GLM with empathy toward the outgroup (α = .92, M = 2.76, SD = 1.46)
as the DV produced a significant main effect of ethnicity, F(1, 435) = 51.40, p < .001, !p2
= 0.11 (LCI = .06, UCI = .15), such that Bosniaks reported lower levels of empathy
toward members of the outgroup (M = 2.33, SD = 1.38) than Serbs (M = 3.18, SD = 1.42).
There was also a significant main effect of ingroup role on empathy, F(1, 435) = 175.44,
p < .001, !p2 = 0.29 (LCI = .23, UCI = .34). When the ingroup was portrayed as the
victim, participants reported less outgroup empathy (M = 2.01, SD = 1.18) compared to
when the ingroup was portrayed as the perpetrator (M = 3.52, SD = 1.32). The two main
effects were further qualified by a significant interaction between ethnicity and ingroup
role, F(1, 435) = 4.53, p = .034, !p2 = 0.01 (LCI < .001, UCI = .03). Analyses of simple
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effects revealed that among Bosniaks, reading about ingroup suffering reduced their
feelings of empathy toward the outgroup (M = 1.49, SD = .80) compared to reading about
ingroup-committed transgressions (M = 3.22, SD = 1.30), t(435) = -10.81, p < .001. The
same pattern occurred among Serbs, but to a lesser degree (Mvictim = 2.54, Mperpetrator =
3.79), t(435) = -7.91, p < .001.
Demands for Retributive Justice
The same analyses with demands for retributive justice (α = .91, M = 3.96, SD =
1.57) as the DV again produced a significant main effect of ethnicity, F(1, 439) = 34.05,
p < .001, !p2 = 0.07 (LCI = .04, UCI = .11), such that Bosniaks were more supportive of
retributive justice (M = 4.34, SD = 1.66) than Serbs (M = 3.59, SD = 1.39). There was
also a significant main effect of ingroup role on retributive justice, F(1, 439) = 177.69, p
< .001, !p2 = 0.29 (LCI = .23, UCI = .34). When the ingroup was portrayed as the victim,
participants demanded more retributive justice (M = 4.75, SD = 1.26) compared to when
the ingroup was portrayed as the perpetrator (M = 3.15, SD = 1.44). The two main effects
were further qualified by a significant interaction between them, F(1, 439) = 37.57, p
< .001, !p2 = 0.08 (LCI = .04, UCI = .12). Analyses of simple effects revealed that among
Bosniaks, reading about ingroup suffering significantly increased their demands for
retributive justice (M = 5.45, SD = .70) compared to reading about ingroup-committed
transgressions (M = 3.13, SD = 1.55), t(439) = 13.68, p < .001. The same pattern occurred
among Serbs, but to a much lesser degree (Mvictim = 4.02, Mperpetrator = 3.16), t(439) =
5.12, p < .001.
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Support for outgroup rights
We first reverse scored the three items tapping refusal to grant rights to the
outgroup, and created a composite score reflecting support for rights for the outgroup
members currently living in the participants’ own country (α = .82, M = 4.51, SD = .98).
The analyses yielded a significant main effect of ethnicity, F(1, 437) = 5.50, p = .002, !p2
= 0.01 (LCI = .001, UCI = .03). Bosniaks were less willing to grant rights to the outgroup
members (M = 4.40, SD = .97) than Serbs (M = 4.62, SD = .98). The main effect of
ingroup role was also significant, F(1, 437) = 8.28, p = .004, !p2 = 0.02 (LCI = .003, UCI
= .04). When the ingroup was portrayed as the victim, participants were less supportive
of personal-level reconciliation (M = 4.38, SD = 1.02) compared to when the ingroup was
portrayed as the perpetrator (M = 4.65, SD = .92). The interaction between ethnicity and
ingroup role did not reach significance, F(1, 437) = 1.14, p = .287, !p2 < 0.01 (LCI
< .001, UCI = .02).
Support for Policies toward the Outgroup
We first reverse scored the four anti-outgroup policies, and created a composite
score reflecting support for pro-outgroup policies (α = .82, M = 3.78, SD = 1.05). The
analyses yielded a significant main effect of ethnicity, F(1, 437) = 132.54, p < .001, !p2 =
0.23 (LCI = .18, UCI = .29). Bosniaks were less supportive of pro-outgroup policies (M =
3.27, SD = .87) than Serbs (M = 4.28, SD = .97). The main effect of ingroup role was also
significant, F(1, 437) = 16.54, p < .001, !p2 = 0.04 (LCI = .01, UCI = .07). When the
ingroup was portrayed as the victim, participants were less supportive of personal-level
reconciliation (M = 3.59, SD = 1.08) compared to when the ingroup was portrayed as the
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perpetrator (M = 3.98, SD = 1.00). The interaction between ethnicity and ingroup role did
not reach significance, F(1, 437) = .15, p = .698, !p2 < 0.01 (LCI < .001, UCI = .01).
Attitudes toward the ICTY
The same analyses with attitudes toward the ICTY as the DV (M = 2.29, SD
= .78) yielded a significant main effect of ethnicity, F(1, 437) = 129.76, p < .001, !p2 =
0.23 (LCI = .17, UCI = .28). Bosniaks indicated more positive attitudes toward the ICTY
(M = 2.67, SD = .69) than Serbs (M = 1.29, SD = .69). However, the ingroup-role
manipulation did not significantly affect participants’ subjective temporal distance
(Mvictim = 2.30, Mperpetrator = 2.29), F(1, 437) = .09, p = 0.76, ηp2 < .01 (LCI < .001, UCI
= .01). The interaction between ethnicity and intergroup role also did not reach
significance, F(1, 437) = .16, p = 0.691, ηp2 < .01 (LCI < .001, UCI = .01).
State-level Reconciliation
We first reverse scored the two items tapping resistance to state-level
reconciliation, thus creating a composite score for support for reconciliation at the state
level (α = .88, M = 4.57, SD = 1.16). The analyses with support for state-level
reconciliation as the DV produced a significant main effect of ethnicity, F(1, 437) =
49.11, p < .001, !p2 = 0.10 (LCI = .06, UCI = .15), such that Bosniaks reported less
support for reconciliation at the state level (M = 4.20, SD = 1.24) than Serbs (M = 4.93,
SD = .93). There was also a significant main effect of ingroup role on state-level
reconciliation, F(1, 437) = 25.67, p < .001, !p2 = 0.06 (LCI = .03, UCI = .09). When the
ingroup was portrayed as the victim, participants were less supportive of state-level
reconciliation (M = 4.30, SD = 1.28) compared to when the ingroup was portrayed as the
perpetrator (M = 4.84, SD = .95). The two main effects were further qualified by a
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significant interaction between ethnicity and ingroup role, F(1, 437) = 4.18, p = .042, !p2
= 0.01 (LCI < .01, UCI = .03). Analyses of simple effects revealed that among Bosniaks,
reading about ingroup suffering reduced their openness to state-level reconciliation (M =
3.85, SD = 1.35) compared to reading about ingroup-committed transgressions (M = 4.58,
SD = 1.00), t(437) = -5.01, p < .001. The same pattern occurred among Serbs, but again
to a much lesser degree (Mvictim = 4.77, Mperpetrator = 5.08), t(437) = -2.15, p = .033.
Personal-level Reconciliation
We first reverse scored the two items tapping resistance to personal-level
reconciliation, thus creating a composite score for willingness to reconcile with the
outgroup at the personal level (α = .89, M = 4.25, SD = 1.31). The analyses with support
for personal-level reconciliation as the DV produced a significant main effect of
ethnicity, F(1, 437) = 59.32, p < .001, !p2 = 0.12 (LCI = .08, UCI = .17), such that
Bosniaks were less willing to personally reconcile with the outgroup members (M = 3.79,
SD = 1.33) than Serbs (M = 4.69, SD = 1.12). The main effect of ingroup role was again
significant, F(1, 437) = 13.81, p < .001, !p2 = 0.03 (LCI = .01, UCI = .06). When the
ingroup was portrayed as the victim, participants were less supportive of personal-level
reconciliation (M = 4.02, SD = 1.41) compared to when the ingroup was portrayed as the
perpetrator (M = 4.48, SD = 1.16). The two main effects were further qualified by a
marginally significant interaction, F(1, 437) = 2.89, p = .090, !p2 = 0.01 (LCI < .001,
UCI = .02). Among Bosniaks, reading about ingroup suffering reduced their openness to
personal-level reconciliation (M = 3.49, SD = 1.37) compared to reading about ingroupcommitted transgressions (M = 4.12, SD = 1.22), t(437) = -3.82, p < .001. In contrast,
Serbs did not differ significantly in their support for personal-level reconciliation
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depending on the ingroup-role manipulation (Mvictim = 4.58, Mperpetrator = 4.81), t(437) = 1.43, p = .153.
The Mediating Role of Empathy
To test the hypothesized moderated mediation model in which subjective
temporal distance has differential relationships with attitudes toward justice and
reconciliation among victim and perpetrator groups via empathy (Figure A3), I conducted
a fully unconstrained multi-group path analysis to compare model fit among the four
different groups (i.e., Bosniak/victim, Bosniak/perpetrator, Serb/victim,
Serb/perpetrator). Due to the strong correlation between state- and personal-level
reconciliation (r = .75) and participants’ similar responses to both scales, I created a new
variable using the composite score of the two reconciliation scales (α = .82), tapping
participants’ general willingness to reconcile. For the same reason, I also combined
support for rights for the outgroup and policies toward the outgroup (r = .64), creating a
new variable tapping participants’ support for pro-outgroup policies on a variety of issues
(α = .88). An EFA revealed a satisfactory one-factor solution with all items loading
above .65. The results reported below thus used the new composite scores2 as well as
demands for retributive justice and attitudes toward the ICTY as outcome variables.
In the path model, subjective temporal distance was entered as the exogenous
variable, empathy toward the outgroup as the mediator, and demand for retributive
justice, support for pro-outgroup policies, attitudes toward the ICTY, and willingness to
reconcile as the outcome variables.3 Because the four outcome variables are closely

2

Using the original scales as the DVs produced the same results.
We also tested the alternative model where the order of temporal distance and empathy was reversed
(empathy ! temporal distance ! intergroup outcomes). The overall model fit was very poor, χ2(16) =
222.43, p < .001, CFI = .67, SRMSR = .19, RMSEA = .34.
3
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related, their error terms were correlated. The overall model with all parameters freely
estimated in the four groups provided an excellent fit to the data, χ2(16) = 13.08, p = .667,
CFI = 1.00, SRMSR = .04, RMSEA < .01, GFI = .99, NFI = .98. The model was also an
adequate fit for the data from each subgroup (Bosniak/victim: SRMSR = .05, GFI = .99,
NFI = .97; Bosniak/perpetrator: SRMSR = .05, GFI = .98, NFI = .97; Serb/victim: SRMSR
= .01, GFI = 1.00, NFI = 1.00; Serb/perpetrator: SRMSR = .03, GFI = .99, NFI = .99).
Among Bosniaks in the ingroup-victim condition, temporal distancing from the
war positively predicted empathy toward the outgroup (β = .25, p = .005). Empathy, in
turn, predicted demands for retributive justice negatively (β = -.35, p < .001), support for
pro-outgroup policy positively (β = .41, p < .001), and willingness to reconcile positively
(β = .43, p < .001). Empathy was not significantly associated with attitudes toward the
ICTY (β = -.05, p = .582). Among Serbs in the ingroup-perpetrator condition, in contrast,
temporal distancing from the war negatively predicted empathy toward the outgroup (β =
-.18, p = .050). Empathy, in turn, positively predicted demands for retributive justice (β
= .35, p < .001), support for pro-outgroup policy (β = .64, p < .001), favorable attitudes
toward the ICTY (β = .39, p < .001), and willingness to reconcile (β = .63, p < .001).
Importantly, the two subgroups differed significantly on the relation between subjective
temporal distance and empathy, t = 3.03, p = .002. Although the model also fit the data
very well in the other two subgroups (Bosniak/perpetrator, Serb/victim), subjective
temporal distance did not significantly predict outgroup empathy, βs < .14, ps > .130. The
statistical models for Bosniaks in the ingroup-victim condition and Serbs in the ingroupperpetrator condition are depicted with standardized path coefficients in Figures A4 and
A5.
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I further tested the indirect effects of temporal distance on attitudes toward justice
and reconciliation via empathy. The analyses revealed significant indirect effects of
temporal distance on demands for retributive justice, support for pro-outgroup policy, and
reconciliation among Bosniaks in the ingroup-victim condition, βs > .05, ps < .025, but
not in the ingroup-perpetrator condition, βs < .09, ps > .140. Among Serbs, the indirect
effects of temporal distance on all four outcome variables were marginally significant in
the ingroup-perpetrator condition, βs < -.05, ps < .085, but not in the ingroup-victim
condition, βs > -.04, ps > .480. Furthermore, the indirect effects were different between
Bosniaks in the victim condition and Serbs in the perpetrator condition, ts > 1.90, ps
< .052, supporting the hypothesis that temporal distance plays different roles in
predicting intergroup outcomes between victim and perpetrator group members.
Discussion
Study 1 confirmed the main hypotheses that temporal distance is associated with
attitudes toward justice and reconciliation via empathy and, importantly, that temporal
distance has different implications for intergroup attitudes between victim and perpetrator
group members. Among Bosniaks in the victim condition, increased temporal distance
led to more positive intergroup outcomes (i.e., less demand for criminal justice, more
support for outgroup rights and pro-outgroup policies and reconciliation) via an increase
in empathy. In contrast, among Serbs in the perpetrator condition, increase temporal
distance led to more negative intergroup outcomes (i.e., less support for criminal justice,
less favorable attitudes toward outgroup rights and pro-outgroup policies, and less
reconciliation). Looking at the same effects from a different angle, these findings also
suggest that when the intergroup transgressions are perceived as temporally closer,
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perpetrator group members are more likely to support justice and reconciliatory efforts,
whereas victims have a stronger desire for retributive justice and are less willing to
reconcile. It should be noted that the indirect effects of temporal distance on the various
intergroup outcomes via empathy were only significant when the conflict scenario
described in the article was congruent with participants’ ingroup’s overall victim or
perpetrator status in the Bosnian War, suggesting that reminders of past episodes of
intergroup violence alone may not lead to the observed effects when the ingroup’s role in
those past episodes of violence contradicts its role in the broader conflict. This finding
was not surprising given that both Bosniaks and Serbs are well aware of their ingroup’s
role in the broader conflict, and thus the participants may not have internalized the
manipulated victim vs. perpetrator identity. To address this limitation, Study 2 was
situated in a broader conflict with no clearly predefined victim or perpetrator groups, and
measured participants’ perceived victim and perpetrator identity to directly assess the
effectiveness of the ingroup-role manipulation.
The GLM analyses lent partial support to the hypothesis that victim group
members would perceive the intergroup transgression as temporally closer than
perpetrator group members. While the experimental manipulation did not alter
participants’ perceived temporal distance, Bosniaks in general perceived the war as
temporally closer than Serbs. The manipulation, however, affected both Bosniaks’ and
Serbs’ responses to six out of the other seven dependent measures. Reading about
ingroup victimization resulted in less empathy for the outgroup, more demand for
retributive justice, less support for outgroup rights, less favorable attitudes toward prooutgroup policies, less willingness to reconcile at both state and personal levels. Not

26

surprisingly, these tendencies were stronger among Bosniaks than Serbs, indicating that
reading about ingroup’s suffering (as opposed to wrongdoing) during the war had a
particular strong effect on the victim group in the conflict.
Two factors might have contributed to the non-significant effect of ingroup role
on subjective temporal distance. First, I used a single-item scale to measure subjective
temporal distance. Although similar single-item measures have been widely used to
assess subjective temporal distance in the literature (e.g., Greenaway et al., 2012; Peetz et
al., 2010; Wohl & McGrath, 2007), the validity, accuracy, and reliability of single-item
measures are largely unknown (Gliem & Gliem, 2013). Second, other unexamined factors
might have moderated the effects of the ingroup-role manipulation on subjective
temporal distance. To provide better evidence for the hypothesis that victim and
perpetrator group members have divergent perceptions of the amount of time that has
passed since the transgression, Study 2 employed a multi-item measure of temporal
distance and explored ingroup glorification as a potential moderator in people’s responses
to the ingroup-role manipulation.
It is also worth noting that in addition to their perpetrator and victim status,
Bosniaks’ and Serbs’ experiences of the Bosnian War also differed in that the war took
place on Bosnian soil, but not Serbian soil. Serbs in Serbia thus did not experience the
violence firsthand. Since the Serb participants in this study were recruited in Belgrade,
Serbia, they might have felt temporally further away from the conflict (relative to
Bosniaks) not only because Serbs were the main perpetrators, but also because the
violence was geographically distant and they did not experience violence directly. As
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mentioned earlier, spatial and temporal distance can both contribute to feelings of
psychological distance (Liberman et al., 2007).
Another limitation of Study 1 is its sampling method, which utilized
convenience, snowball sampling when recruiting participants. Since each recruiter
distributed the survey to their acquaintances, friends, or relatives, the respondents were
likely connected to one another through their recruiters and belonged to similar social
networks. This recruitment method might have led to a violation of the independence
assumption that underlies the statistical analyses used in this study. Ideally, the study
should employ other analytical strategies such as mixed modeling and network-based
analyses that are particularly suited to dealing with data obtained via snowball or “chainreferral” sampling (e.g., Heckathorn, 2011; Young, Rudolph, Quillen, & Havens, 2014;
Volz & Heckathorn, 2008). However, we did not record any recruiter-level information
and were thus unable to identify respondents who were interconnected through their
recruiters. It is therefore crucial to keep in mind that the analyses used in this study might
have produced biased estimates due to the nested data structure. Despite the drawbacks of
the sampling method, the samples of Study 1 allowed us to explore the research questions
in a real conflict context with participants from both sides of the conflict. Moreover, most
participants in both samples had personal ties to the Bosnian War. Thus, even if limited
by snowballing, this sampling approach enhanced the ecological validity of the findings.
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CHAPTER 3
STUDY 2
The main goals of Study 2 were three-fold. First, it aimed to provide conceptual
replications of Study 1 and in a different intergroup context where participants do not
have a strong pre-existing victim or perpetrator identity – the conflict between the United
States and Iran. Second, it improved Study 1’s sampling method by recruiting
participants from an online crowdsourcing labor market (i.e., Amazon’s Mechanical
Turk), and was thus not subject to the limitations of snowball sampling. Third, it further
examined the effect of ingroup’s victim vs. perpetrator status on subjective perceptions of
temporal distance by 1) using a more elaborate measure rather than the single-item
measure of temporal distance, and 2) investigating the potential moderator of this effect.
If perpetrator and victim groups’ divergent perceptions of temporal distance are
motivated by their respective need to defend the ingroup, it stands to reason that the
extent to which people identify with their respective group should moderate ingroupdefensive tendencies.
Recent research on social identification advocates a bi-dimensional view of
identification, distinguishing between ingroup attachment and glorification (Roccas, Klar,
& Liviatan, 2006). Whereas attachment refers to one’s perceived importance of and
commitment to the ingroup, glorification refers to beliefs in the superiority of the ingroup
over outgroups and emphasizes loyalty and deference to ingroup norms and authorities.
Research revealed that glorification, but not attachment, has rather detrimental effects on
intergroup attitudes and relations. For instance, glorification is associated with denial of
collective guilt and ingroup responsibility for ingroup wrongdoings (Bilali, 2013; Roccas
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et al., 2006), dehumanization of outgroup victims and decreased demands for justice
(Leidner et al., 2010), as well as a shift from endorsing violence-condemning towards
violence-legitimizing moral principles (Leidner & Castano, 2012). While the majority of
past research has focused on the role of glorification in perpetrators’ responses to
wrongdoings, it has also been shown that ingroup glorification predicts victim group
members’ strong desire for retributive justice (Li et al., revise-resubmit).
In line with the past research on glorification, I propose that people are motivated
to temporally distance from or remain close to past intergroup violence to the extent that
they glorify their own group. Among individuals who strongly glorify their ingroup, they
should be motivated to perceive ingroup-committed violence as temporally distant and
ingroup-suffered violence as temporally close. In contrast, weakly glorifying group
members are likely to react in an ingroup-critical way (e.g., Bilali, 2013; Leidner &
Castano, 2012; Study 2 in Li et al., revise-resubmit) – they might be motivated to see
ingroup-committed violence as temporally closer in an effort to address the violence, and
ingroup-suffered violence as more temporally distant in order to move on from the past
and restore the relationship with the outgroup. Victim and perpetrator groups’ divergent
perceptions of temporal distance should have implications for their attitudes toward
justice and reconciliation (see Figure A6 for the full hypothesized model). To better
understand the functions of subjective temporal distance and the moderating role of
glorification, Study 2 also directly measured participants’ attitudes toward remembering
and forgetting/letting go of the past.
Study 2 differed from Study 1 in a number of other ways as well. To address the
limitation of Study 1, Study 2 included a manipulation check that directly assessed
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participants’ perceived victim and perpetrator identity. Moreover, Study 2 employed a
multi-dimensional measure of justice demands. In addition to retributive aspects of
justice, Study 2 also measured demands for restorative aspects of justice, including
apology, financial compensation, and efforts to re-affirm shared values between the two
groups (Okimoto, Wenzel, & Feather, 2009; Wenzel, Okimoto, Feather, & Platow, 2010).
Because Study 2 was situated in an entirely different context, the other justice-related
measures employed in Study 1 (i.e., support for the rights of and policies toward
outgroup members living in the ingroup’s country) were not applicable to the U.S.-Iran
conflict, and thus not included in this study.
Method
Participants
The sample consisted of 305 participants recruited through Amazon’s Mechanical
Turk (MTurk). Our screening of the data resulted in an exclusion of 29 participants who
were not American citizens or did not speak English as their first language, 30
participants because they did not understand or pay sufficient attention to the
manipulation material (as indicated by their incorrect answers to the attention check
questions and summaries of manipulation material4), six participants because they spent
less than 20 seconds reading the manipulation material, seven participants because they
spent significantly more time reading the manipulation material compared to the rest of
the sample (i.e., outliers), five participants who spent less than 10 minutes completing the

4

At the end of the study, participants also indicated in two open-ended questions where the soldiers and
prisoners in the news article came from. Participants who gave incorrect answers to these questions were
not excluded from subsequent analyses because it was unclear whether they did not pay attention to the
manipulation materials or simply failed to retain this information until the end of the study. Moreover,
excluding them did not change any of the results reported below with the exception that the effect of
condition on glorification became significant.
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entire survey (less than half of the average time that participants took), and two
participants who had suspicion about the credibility of the article. 226 participants were
retained in the subsequent data analyses (60% women; age M = 37.84, SD = 11.39, range
= 18-71).
Procedure
Participants followed a similar procedure as in Study 1. First, participants were
randomly assigned to read a fictitious, but allegedly real, New York Times article
depicting cases of prisoner abuse in a secret prison at the Afghan-Iranian border. In the
ingroup victimization condition, participants read about Iranian soldiers capturing and
torturing American civilians, whereas in the ingroup transgression condition participants
read about American soldiers capturing and torturing Iranian civilians. The reported acts
of abuse included sleep deprivation, severe beatings, suffocation, and humiliating acts. In
one of the cases, mistreatment and torture eventually led to the death of the prisoner. The
news articles were identical across conditions except for the names and nationalities of
perpetrators and victims. After the reading task, participants completed several attention
check questions and summarized the news article in their own words. Then they filled out
the following measures in the order outlined below. All items were measured on 9-point
analog visual scales (1 = strongly disagree; 9 = strongly agree).
Materials
Subjective Temporal Distance
Four items measured subjective temporal distance. Participants indicated how
distant or close they felt to the events they read about in the news article on four different
scales ranging from 1) “feel very distant in time” to “feel very close in time”; 2) “feel like
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a long time ago” to “feel like yesterday”; 3) “feel very far from today” to “feel very close
to today”; 4) “happened a long time ago” to “just happened”. A composite score with the
average of the four items was created to capture perceived temporal distance (1 = very
close; 9 = very distant).
Attitudes toward Dealing with the Past
Adapted from Gibson (2004) and Espinosa et al. (2016), three items measured
attitudes toward forgetting the past (e.g., “It’s better not to open old wounds by talking
about what happened in the past;” “We should let go of what happened during the events
described in the article.”). Three items measured attitudes toward remembering the past
(e.g., “When it comes to our nation’s past, we should revisit it often and learn from it.”
“Remembering what happened in our nation’s past is important for us to move
forward.”). An EFA indicated that all six items loaded onto one factor, with the
forgetting items loading positively and remembering items loading negatively. Based on
the EFA, I reverse coded the three remembering items and created a new variable tapping
attitudes toward forgetting the past.
Empathy
Empathy for the outgroup members was measured using the same items as in
Study 1, adapted to the U.S.-Iran conflict.
Demands for Justice
Retributive justice was measured using the same five items as in Study 1, adapted
to the U.S.-Iran conflict. Restorative justice was measured by five items tapping
apologetic behavior, financial reparation, and reaffirmation of shared values as ways to
restore justice (e.g., “The U.S./Iranian government should offer sincere apologies to the
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Iranian/American victims and their families.” “U.S./Iran should provide adequate
financial compensations to the Iranian/American victims and their families.” “To restore
justice, the U.S. and Iran need to agree on rules of a peaceful world.”).
State- and Personal-level Reconciliation
Support for state- and personal-level reconciliation was measured by the same
items as in Study 1, adapted to the U.S.-Iran conflict. Participants’ responses to the two
reconciliation measures were again highly correlated (r = .71), and an EFA revealed a
satisfactory one-factor solution. I therefore created a new variable for willingness to
reconcile in general, encompassing both state- and personal-level reconciliation.
Perceived Victim and Perpetrator Identity (manipulation checks)
Three items measured perceived victimhood of the ingroup in the U.S.-Iran
conflict (e.g., “Americans have been victimized in the conflict between the U.S. and
Iran.” “Many Americans have been harmed in the conflict between the U.S. and Iran.”).
Three items measured perceived perpetrator identity (e.g., “Americans have done a lot of
harm against Iranians in the conflict between the U.S. and Iran.” “Americans have
perpetrated many crimes in the conflict between the U.S. and Iran”). This manipulation
check was administered toward the end of the study because responding to the statements
about American victimhood might undermine the effectiveness of the ingroup-role
manipulation in the ingroup-perpetrator condition, and responding to the statements about
American perpetration might undermine the manipulation in the ingroup-victim
condition.
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Ingroup Attachment and Glorification
Attachment was measured with eight statements about the U.S., tapping the
importance of the U.S. to participants’ identity and their commitment to the U.S. (e.g.,
“Being American is an important part of my identity.”). Glorification was measured with
eight statements tapping participants’ belief in American superiority over other countries,
and their deference to American authorities (e.g., “The U.S. is better than other nations
in all respects;” “It is disloyal for Americans to criticize the United States.”). These
statements were adapted to the American context from Roccas et al.’s (2006) scales. The
moderators were administered at the end of the study in order to avoid raising
participants’ suspicion about the study goal.
Results
Manipulation Checks
Perceived Victim and Perpetrator Identity
Across conditions, participants’ perceived victim and perpetrator identity were not
significantly correlated, r(226) = -.09, p = .191. To examine whether the ingroup role
manipulation affected participants’ perceived victim or perpetrator identity, perceived
victim identity (α = .91, M = 5.92, SD = 2.03) and perceived perpetrator identity (α = .95,
M = 5.60, SD = 2.15) were submitted as DVs to GLMs with ingroup role as the IV. There
was a significant effect of ingroup role on perceived victim identity, F(1, 224) = 9.93, p
= .002, ηp2 = .04 (LCI = .01, UCI = .09). Participants in the ingroup-victim condition
identified more as the victims of the conflict (M = 6.34, SD = 1.78) than participants in
the ingroup-perpetrator condition (M = 5.51, SD = 2.18). Perceived perpetrator identity
was also significantly affected by the ingroup-role manipulation, F(1, 224) = 22.01, p
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< .001, ηp2 = .09 (LCI = .04, UCI = .15). Participants in the ingroup-perpetrator condition
identified more as the perpetrators of the conflict (M = 6.24, SD = 1.97) than participants
in the ingroup-victim condition (M = 4.95, SD = 2.14).
A mixed factorial ANOVA with the perceived victim vs. perpetrator identity
measure as a within-subject IV and ingroup role as a between-subject IV revealed a
significant interaction between identity measure and ingroup role, F(1, 224) = 30.11, p
< .001. This interaction suggests that participants in the ingroup-victim condition
identified more as victims rather than perpetrators (MvictimID = 6.34, MperpetratorID = 4.95),
whereas participants in the ingroup-perpetrator condition identified more as perpetrators
rather than victims (MvictimID = 5.51, MperpetratorID = 6.24).
Overall, these analyses of the manipulation checks indicated that the ingroup-role
manipulation successfully increased American participants’ perceived victim or
perpetrator status of the U.S. in the conflict with Iran.
Effects of Ingroup Role and Glorification
Ingroup Attachment and Glorification
Neither attachment (α = .95, M = 6.78, SD = 1.80), F(1, 224) = 0.05, p = .824, ηp2
< .01 (LCI < .001, UCI = .01), nor glorification (α = .90, M = 5.16, SD = 1.81), F(1, 224)
= 2.98, p = .086, ηp2 = .01 (LCI < .001, UCI = .05), were affected by condition, thus
allowing us to use them, together with condition, as continuous IVs in the subsequent
GLMs. To this end, attachment and glorification were centered (Aiken & West, 1991;
Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). To capture the conceptual distinctiveness of
glorification despite its overlap with attachment, the following analyses used glorification
as a moderator while controlling for attachment as a covariate.
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Subjective Temporal Distance
Participants’ subjective temporal distance (α = .96, M = 4.52, SD = 1.96) was
submitted as a DV to the same GLM. As predicted, the analysis yielded a significant
interaction between ingroup role and glorification, F(1, 221) = 11.11, p = .001, ηp2 = .04
(LCI = .01, UCI = .10). Analyses of simple effects indicated that participants who
strongly glorified the U.S. (i.e., 1 SD above the mean) perceived the prisoner abuses as
temporally closer when their ingroup was portrayed as the victim (M = 4.12) than the
perpetrator (M = 5.05), t(221) = 2.56, p = .011 (see Table A2 for the least-squares means
and SEs of all DVs in each condition by glorification, and effect sizes for the simple
effects). In contrast, low glorifiers (i.e., 1 SD below the mean) exhibited the opposite
pattern, perceiving the prisoner abuses as more distant when their ingroup was portrayed
as the victim (M = 4.95) rather than the perpetrator (M = 4.17), t(221) = -2.13, p = .034.
None of the main effects reached significance, Fs(1, 221) < .09, ps > .750, !p2s < .01
(LCIs < .001, UCIs = .01).
Empathy
The same analysis with empathy toward the outgroup as the DV (α = .94, M =
4.45, SD = 2.22) yielded a significant main effect of ingroup role, F(1, 221) = 66.14, p
< .001, ηp2 = .23 (LCI = .15, UCI = .30). When the ingroup was the victim, participants
were less empathic toward the outgroup (M = 3.39, SD = 1.90) compared to when the
ingroup was the perpetrator (M = 5.49, SD = 1.92). As expected, the main effect of
ingroup role was further qualified by a significant interaction with glorification, F(1, 221)
= 4.61, p = .033, ηp2 = .02 (LCI < .01, UCI = .06). Simple effects revealed that high
glorifiers were less empathetic toward the outgroup when their ingroup was the victim (M
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= 2.36) than when it was the perpetrator (M = 4.72), t(221) = 7.34, p < .001. Low
glorifiers exhibited the same pattern, but to a much lesser degree (Mvictim = 4.73,
Mperpetrator = 6.11), t(221) = 4.24, p < .001. The main effect of glorification was
significant, indicating that glorification was negatively associated with empathy, β = -.42,
F(1, 221) = 32.63, p < .001, ηp2 = .13. The main effect of attachment was not significant,
F(1, 221) = .01, p = .918, !p2 < .01 (LCI < .001, UCI < .01).
Demands for Justice
Retributive Justice
The same analysis with demands for retributive justice as the DV (α = .93, M =
6.15, SD = 1.90) yielded a significant interaction between ingroup role and glorification,
F(1, 221) = 64.37, p < .001, ηp2 = .23 (LCI = .15, UCI = .30). Simple effects revealed that
high glorifiers were more supportive of retributive justice when their ingroup was the
victim (M = 7.01) than when it was the perpetrator (M = 5.04), t(221) = -6.24, p < .001.
In contrast, low glorifiers exhibited the opposite pattern, demanding less retributive
justice when the ingroup was the victim (M = 5.27) than when it was the perpetrator (M =
6.89), t(221) = 5.06, p < .001. No other effects reached significance, Fs(1, 221) < 1.00,
ps > .320, !p2s < .01 (LCIs < .001, UCIs < .03).
Restorative Justice
The same analysis with demands for restorative justice as the DV (α = .82, M =
6.85, SD = 1.50) again yielded a significant interaction between ingroup role and
glorification, F(1, 221) = 38.46, p < .001, ηp2 = .14 (LCI = .08, UCI = .22). High
glorifiers were more supportive of restorative justice when the ingroup was the victim (M
= 7.06) rather than the perpetrator (M = 6.12), t(221) = -3.65, p < .001. In contrast, low
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glorifiers exhibited the opposite pattern, demanding less restorative justice when the
ingroup was the victim (M = 6.32) rather than the perpetrator (M = 7.65), t(221) = 5.07, p
< .001. The main effect of attachment was significant, indicating that attachment was
positively associated with restorative justice, β = .22, F(1, 221) = 6.31, p = .013, ηp2
= .03. No other effects reached significance, Fs(1, 221) < 2.30, ps > .130, !p2s < .01
(LCIs < .001, UCIs < .05).
Willingness to Reconcile
The analysis with willingness to reconcile (α = .92, M = 5.24, SD = 1.78) as the
DV yielded a significant main effect of ingroup role, F(1, 221) = 6.92, p = .009, ηp2 = .03
(LCI < .01, UCI = .08). When the ingroup was the victim, participants were less willing
to reconcile with the outgroup (M = 4.87, SD = 1.82) compared to when the ingroup was
the perpetrator (M = 5.61, SD = 1.67). The main effect of ingroup role was further
qualified by a significant interaction with glorification, F(1, 221) = 3.89, p = .050, ηp2
= .02 (LCI < .01, UCI = .05). High glorifiers were less willing to reconcile when the
ingroup was the victim (M = 3.91) than when it was the perpetrator (M = 4.83), t(221) =
3.28, p = .001. In contrast, low glorifiers did not differ significantly depending on
condition (Mvictim = 6.11, Mperpetrator = 6.25), t(221) = .48, p = .633. The main effect of
glorification was also significant, indicating that glorification was negatively associated
with willingness to reconcile, β = -.51, F(1, 221) = 39.17, p < .001, ηp2 = .15. The main
effect of attachment was not significant, F(1, 221) = .12, p = .730, ηp2 < .01 (LCI < .001,
UCI = .02).
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Attitudes toward Forgetting the Past
The same analysis with participants’ attitudes toward forgetting the past as the
DV (α = .83, M = 3.34, SD = 1.29) yielded a significant main effect of ingroup role, F(1,
221) = 6.88, p = .009, ηp2 = .03 (LCI < .01, UCI = .07). When the ingroup was the victim,
participants were more willing to forget and let go of the past (M = 3.58, SD = 1.20)
compared to when the ingroup was the perpetrator (M = 3.10, SD = 1.33). The main
effect of ingroup role was further qualified by a significant interaction with glorification,
F(1, 221) = 16.41, p < .001, ηp2 = .07 (LCI = .02, UCI = .13). Analyses of simple effects
indicated that low glorifiers were more willing to let go of the past when their ingroup
was the victim (M = 3.59) than when it was the perpetrator (M = 2.52), t(221) = -4.68, p
< .001. In contrast, high glorifiers did not differ significantly depending on condition – if
anything, they exhibited the opposite pattern (Mvictim = 3.58, Mperpetrator = 3.80), t(221)
= .99, p = .322. The main effects of glorification and attachment were both significant,
indicating that regardless of condition glorification was positively associated with
forgetting the past, β = .24, F(1, 221) = 7.48, p = .007, ηp2 = .03, and attachment was
negatively associated with forgetting, β = -.26, F(1, 221) = 8.69, p = .004, ηp2 = .04.
The Mediating role of Empathy
To test the full proposed mediational model as depicted in Figure A6, I conducted
a fully unconstrained multi-group path analysis to test which roles glorification and
temporal distance play in the ingroup-victim condition and which roles they play in the
ingroup-perpetrator condition. In the path model, glorification was entered as the
exogenous variable, subjective temporal distance as the “step 1” mediator, empathy
toward the outgroup as the “step 2” mediator, and demand for (retributive and restorative)
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justice and willingness to reconcile as the outcome variables, controlling for attachment
as another exogenous variable.5 To be consistent with the GLMs, the path model also
included direct paths from glorification to empathy, justice demands, and willingness to
reconcile. Because retributive and restorative justice are two closely related constructs,
their error terms were correlated, and so were the error terms of the two justice measures
and reconciliation. The statistical models for the ingroup-victim and perpetrator
conditions are depicted with standardized path coefficients in Figures A7 and A8.
The overall model with all parameters freely estimated in the two groups provided
an excellent fit to the data, χ2(17) = 16.36, p = .499, CFI = 1.00, SRMSR = .04, RMSEA
< .01, GFI = .98, NFI = .98. The model was also an adequate fit for the data in each
subgroup (ingroup-victim condition: SRMSR = .05, GFI = .97, NFI = .97; ingroupperpetrator condition: SRMSR = .03, GFI = .98, NFI = .99). However, the fit comparison
between the two subgroups also revealed that the ingroup-victim condition contributed
more to the overall chi-square (74%) than the ingroup-perpetrator condition (26%),
suggesting that the model fit for the perpetrator condition was better than that for the
victim condition.
In the ingroup-perpetrator condition, glorification positively predicted more
temporal distancing (β = .22, p = .016), which predicted reduced empathy toward the
outgroup (β = -.36, p < .001). Empathy, in turn, positively predicted demands for both
retributive (β = .61, p < .001) and restorative justice (β = .71, p < .001), as well as
willingness to reconcile (β = .63, p < .001). In addition, glorification also negatively
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We also tested the alternative model where the order of temporal distance and empathy was reversed
(glorification ! empathy ! temporal distance ! intergroup outcomes). The overall model fit was very
poor, χ2(17) = 178.07, p < .001, CFI = .78, SRMSR = .14, RMSEA = .29.
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predicted empathy (β = -.28, p < .001), retributive justice (β = -.18, p = .014), and
reconciliation (β = -.18, p = .010), but not restorative justice (β = -.08, p = .260). In the
ingroup-victim condition, in contrast, glorification negatively predicted temporal
distancing (β = -.23, p = .014). However, temporal distance did not significantly predict
outgroup empathy (β = -.05, p = .545). Empathy, in turn, negatively predicted demands
for retributive (β = -.48, p < .001) and restorative justice (β = -.25, p = .012), and
positively predicted willingness to reconcile (β = .64, p < .001). In addition, glorification
predicted empathy negatively (β = -.60, p < .001), both types of justice positively
(βs > .28, ps < .001), and reconciliation negatively (β = -.21, p = .004). Importantly, the
difference between the (significantly positive) path from glorification to subjective
temporal distance in the perpetrator condition and the (significantly negative) path from
glorification to subjective temporal distance in the victim condition was itself significant,
t = 3.36, p < .001. The same was true for the (negatively significant and non-significant
in the perpetrator and victim condition, respectively) path from subjective temporal
distance to empathy, t = -2.79, p = .005. Although not central to the hypothesis, victim
and perpetrator groups also differed significantly on the relations between empathy and
both types of justice, as well as between glorification and empathy and both types of
justice.
The multi-group path analysis further tested the indirect effects of glorification on
justice demands and willingness to reconcile via subjective temporal distance and
empathy as sequential mediators. The analyses revealed significant indirect effects of
glorification on all three outcome variables in the ingroup-perpetrator condition
(retributive justice: β = -.05, p = .044; restorative justice: β = -.06, p = .042;
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reconciliation: β = -.05, p = .044), but not in the ingroup-victim condition, ps > .500.
Although the indirect effects were not significant in the ingroup-victim condition, they
were (marginally) different from those in the ingroup-perpetrator condition, ts < -1.70, ps
< .08, thus supporting the main hypothesis that temporal distance (in conjunction with
glorification) plays different roles in predicting attitudes toward justice and reconciliation
via empathy among victim and perpetrator group members.
Discussion
Study 2 showed that victim and perpetrator group members indeed had
differential subjective perceptions of temporal distance, and that the direction of the
difference depended on the extent to which they glorified their respective group. Whereas
high glorifiers perceived past intergroup transgression as temporally closer when the
ingroup was the victim than when it was the perpetrator, low glorifiers exhibited the
exact opposite pattern, perceiving the transgression as more distant when the ingroup was
the victim than when it was the perpetrator. Moreover, ingroup victimization (as opposed
to transgression) also resulted in more favorable attitudes toward forgetting the past
among low glorifiers, supporting the idea that low glorifiers are motivated to perceive
past victimization as relatively distant in time in order to move on.
The GLM analyses further demonstrated that victim and perpetrator groups’
divergent perceptions of temporal distance potentially have downstream implications for
intergroup outcomes. High glorifiers reported less empathy, more demand for retributive
and restorative justice, and less willingness to reconcile when the ingroup was the victim
rather than the perpetrator. In contrast, low glorifiers demanded less justice and were
more willing to reconcile when the ingroup was the victim rather than the perpetrator.
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Although low glorifiers were also less empathic toward the outgroup when the ingroup
was the victim (as opposed to the perpetrator), the magnitude of this difference was much
smaller compared to high glorifiers.
The multi-group path analysis directly compared the relationships among
glorification, temporal distance, and the various intergroup outcomes between victim and
perpetrator group members. The results lend partial support for the hypothesis that
temporal distance plays differential roles in perpetrator and victim groups’ responses to
intergroup violence. Consistent with the findings of Study 1, temporal distancing from
the ingroup’s past transgressions (motivated by glorification) led to perpetrator group
members’ reduced empathy toward the outgroup victims, which then further led to
reduced support for both retributive and restorative justice as well as reconciliation.
Among victim group members, in contrast, glorification motivated less temporal
distancing from the ingroup’s past suffering. However, because subjective temporal
distance was significantly associated with outgroup empathy when the ingroup was the
perpetrator but not when it was the victim, the current study offered only partial evidence
for the mediating role of empathy in the relationship between subjective temporal
distance and attitudes toward justice and reconciliation. Yet, while it remains unclear why
temporal distance did not predict empathy among victim group members, it is safe to
conclude that perceptions of temporal distance from a past intergroup conflict have
divergent implications for attitudes toward justice and reconciliation from victim and
perpetrator perspectives.
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CHAPTER 4
STUDY 3
The main purpose of Study 3 was to examine the causal effects of temporal
distance on victims’ and perpetrators’ attitudes toward justice and reconciliation. To this
end, Study 3 experimentally manipulated temporal distance by informing participants of
an intergroup transgression that took place either in a recent or distant past. As in Studies
1 and 2, Study 3 also experimentally manipulated the victim and perpetrator role of
participants’ ingroup in the conflict.
Based on the findings in Studies 1 and 2, I hypothesized that temporal distance
would have differential effects on intergroup outcomes depending on whether the
participants belong to the victim or the perpetrator group and the extent to which they
glorify their ingroup. Specifically, when the ingroup is the victim, people in the
temporally distant condition are expected to express more empathy toward the perpetrator
group, less demand for justice, and more reconciliatory attitudes. These positive effects
of temporal distance on victim group members’ intergroup attitudes should be
particularly strong among low (but not high) glorifiers due to their motivation to let go of
the past and restore the relationship with the perpetrator group. When the ingroup is the
perpetrator, in contrast, participants in the temporally distant condition are expected to
express less empathy toward the victim group, less support for justice, and less
reconciliatory attitudes. These negative effects of temporal distance on perpetrator group
members’ intergroup attitudes should be particularly strong among high (but not low)
glorifiers due to their motivation to morally disengage from the ingroup’s wrongdoing.
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Method
Participants
The sample consisted of 604 participants recruited through MTurk. Our screening
of the data resulted in an exclusion of 31 participants who were not American citizens or
did not speak English as their first language, 59 participants because they did not
understand or pay sufficient attention to the manipulation material (as indicated by their
incorrect answers to the attention checks and summaries of manipulation material), 15
participants because they spent less than 20 seconds reading the manipulation material,
twenty participants because they spent significantly more time reading the manipulation
material compared to the rest of the sample (i.e., outliers), 26 participants who spent less
than 10 minutes completing the entire survey (less than half of the average time that
participants took), and nine participants who had suspicion about the credibility of the
article. 444 participants were retained in the subsequent data analyses (59% women; age
M = 38.59, SD = 12.39, range = 19-98).
Procedure and Materials
Study 3 employed a 2 (temporal distance: distant vs. close) × 2 (ingroup role:
victim vs. perpetrator) factorial design. Like Study 2, participants read a fictitious, but
allegedly real, New York Times article describing prisoner abuses either committed or
suffered by Americans vis-à-vis Iranians. In the temporally distant condition, participants
learned that Iran’s 1979 Islamic Revolution caused a rupture of relations between the
U.S. and Iran, and that a number of Iranian or American workers were detained and
tortured in 1980 at a secret prison at the Iran-Afghan border that was either under the
control of the U.S. army or the Iranian Revolutionary Guards. Both articles explained that
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the detainment and torture of the Iranian or American workers were an effort to gather
intelligence. In the temporally close condition, participants learned that tensions between
the U.S. and Iran had mounted due to Iran’s nuclear program, and that Iranian or
Americans were detained and tortured in 2011 at the secret prison. The articles were
nearly identical across conditions except for the year of the transgression, the
nationalities of the perpetrators and the victims, as well as the political background of the
conflict between the U.S. and Iran. To strengthen the temporal distance manipulation, I
also included an actual timeline at the top of the news article that marked 1980 or 2011
(in an otherwise identical timeline) in the distant and recent condition, respectively.
As a manipulation check, participants in all four conditions then reported their
perceived temporal distance to the event described in the article using the same four-item
measure in Study 2. Again, larger numbers indicate greater subjective distance.
Afterwards, they completed measures of attitudes toward remembering or forgetting the
past, empathy toward the outgroup, demands for retributive and restorative justice,
willingness to reconcile at both state and personal levels, as well as glorification and
attachment. As in Study 2, state- and personal-level reconciliation measures were
combined into one variable tapping the general willingness to reconcile with the
outgroup. Participants also indicated the extent to which they felt the U.S. was victimized
or had perpetrated violence during the conflict between the U.S. and Iran. Participants
also responded to five multiple-choice questions testing their ability to accurately recall
details of the news article. Among the five questions, three were single-answer (e.g.,
“According to the article, who ordered the abduction and mistreatment of the
Iranian/American workers?” “According to the article, was the mistreatment of the
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Iranian/American detainees a norm at the secret prison?”). The two multiple-answer
questions asked participants to select the interrogation techniques mentioned in the article
and the justification used to abuse the detainees, respectively. The recall task served as an
additional measure of motivated remembering or forgetting of past intergroup violence,
and was administered at the very end of the study.
Results
Manipulation Checks
To examine whether the ingroup role and temporal distance manipulations
affected participants’ perceived victim and perpetrator identity as well as perceived
temporal distance, respectively, I first conducted GLMs where ingroup role (victim vs.
perpetrator) and temporal distance (distant vs. close) were entered as categorical IVs and
the manipulation check measures as DVs.
Perceived Victim and Perpetrator Identity
Across conditions, participants’ perceived victim and perpetrator identity were
negatively correlated, r(443) = -.34, p < .001. Perceived victim identity (α = .91, M =
6.08, SD = 1.83) was significantly affected by the role manipulation, F(1, 440) = 28.56, p
< .001, ηp2 = .06 (LCI = .03, UCI = .10). Participants in the ingroup-victim condition
identified more as the victims of the conflict (M = 6.50, SD = 1.51) than participants in
the ingroup-perpetrator condition (M = 5.67, SD = 2.03). This main effect was further
qualified by an interaction with the distance manipulation, F(1, 440) = 11.15, p = .001,
ηp2 = .02 (LCI = .01, UCI = .05). When the ingroup was the victim, participants in the
distant condition reported significantly less perceived victimhood (M = 6.25) than
participants in the close condition (M = 6.81), t(440) = 2.34, p = .020. When the ingroup
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was the perpetrator, in contrast, participants exhibited the opposite pattern (Mdistant = 5.91,
Mclose = 5.34), t(440) = -2.38, p = .018. The main effect of the distance manipulation was
not significant, F(1, 440) < .01, p = .976, ηp2 < .01 (LCI < .001, UCI < .01).
Participants’ perceived perpetrator identity (α = .94, M = 5.66, SD = 1.87) was
also significantly affected by the ingroup-role manipulation, F(1, 439) = 23.99, p < .001,
ηp2 = .05 (LCI = .02, UCI = .09). Participants in the ingroup-perpetrator condition
identified more as the perpetrators of the conflict (M = 6.07, SD = 1.78) than participants
in the ingroup-victim condition (M = 5.26, SD = 1.86). No other effects reached
significance, Fs(1, 439) < 2.26, ps > .130, ηp2s < .01 (LCIs < .001, UCIs < .03).
A mixed factorial ANOVA with the perceived victim vs. perpetrator identity
measure as a within-subject IV, and the ingroup role and temporal distance manipulations
as between-subject IVs revealed a significant interaction between identity measure and
ingroup role, F(1, 439) = 40.74, p < .001. This interaction suggests that participants in the
ingroup-victim condition identified more as victims rather than perpetrators (MvictimID =
6.50, MperpetratorID = 5.26), whereas participants in the ingroup-perpetrator condition
identified more as perpetrators rather than victims (MvictimID = 5.67, MperpetratorID = 6.07).
The three-way interaction between identity measure, ingroup role, and the distance
manipulation was also significant, F(1, 439) = 9.10, p = .003. This interaction indicated
that the significant effect of distance on perceived victimhood (reported above) was
significantly stronger in magnitude than the nonsignificant effect of distance on perceived
perpetrator identity.
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Subjective Temporal Distance
Perceived temporal distance to the event described in the news article (α = .96, M
= 5.54, SD = 2.14) was also submitted to the same GLM. The analysis revealed a
significant main effect of the temporal distance manipulation, F(1, 440) = 103.12, p
< .001, ηp2 = .19 (LCI = .14, UCI = .24). Participants in the distant conditions reported
feeling more temporally further away from the transgression (M = 6.36, SD = 1.89) than
participants in the close conditions (M = 4.48, SD = 1.98). No other effects reached
significance, Fs(1, 440) < .98, ps > .325, ηp2s < .01 (LCI < .001, UCI < .02).6
The results of the manipulation checks indicated that the ingroup-role
manipulation successfully increased American participants’ perceived victim or
perpetrator status of the U.S. in the conflict with Iran. Moreover, the temporal distance
manipulation successfully induced perceptions of the past intergroup transgression as
either temporally close or distant. It was not surprising that ingroup role interacted with
temporal distance in affecting perceived victim identity. The tendency to perceive less
victimhood in the distant (vs. recent) condition when the ingroup was the victim was in
fact in line with the general finding (and hypothesis) that temporal distance can reduce
the psychological impact of past suffering on victim group members.
Effects of Ingroup Role, Temporal Distance, and Glorification
Ingroup Attachment and Glorification
Neither attachment (α = .95, M = 6.84, SD = 1.77), nor glorification (α = .90, M =
4.79, SD = 1.72), was affected by the ingroup role or temporal distance manipulations,

6

As in Study 2, I also tested whether subjective temporal distance was affected by an interaction between
the role manipulation and glorification. There was indeed a significant interaction between ingroup role and
glorification, and the simple effects replicated those in Study 2.
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Fs(1, 440) < 2.42, ps > .120, ηp2s < .01 (LCIs < .001, UCIs < .03); nor were they affected
by the interaction between ingroup role or temporal distance, Fs(1, 440) < .20, ps > .660,
ηp2s < .01 (LCIs < .001, UCIs < .01). Thus, in the subsequent GLMs, the ingroup role
(victim vs. perpetrator) and temporal distance (distant vs. close) manipulations were
entered as categorical IVs, glorification as a continuous moderator, and attachment as a
covariate. Again, attachment and glorification were centered.
Empathy
The analysis with empathy toward the outgroup as the DV (α = .94, M = 4.23, SD
= 2.22) revealed a significant main effect of the role manipulation, F(1, 435) = 132.83, p
< .001, ηp2 = .23 (LCI = .18, UCI = .28). Participants were less empathic toward the
outgroup when the ingroup was the victim (M = 3.25, SD = 1.90) than when it was the
perpetrator (M = 5.20, SD = 2.10). The main effect of ingroup role was further qualified
by a significant interaction with the distance manipulation, F(1, 435) = 23.05, p < .001,
ηp2 = .05 (LCI = .02, UCI = .09). Analyses of simple effects indicated that when the
ingroup was the victim, participants in the distant condition expressed more empathy (M
= 3.75) than participants in the close condition (M = 2.79), t(435) = -4.10, p < .001. When
the ingroup was the perpetrator, in contrast, participants in the distant condition expressed
less empathy (M = 4.85) than participants in the close condition (M = 5.48), t(435) =
2.70, p = .007. There was also a significant interaction between the distance manipulation
and glorification, F(1, 435) = 5.28, p = .022, ηp2 = .01 (LCI < .01, UCI = .03). Whereas
low glorifiers reported more empathy in the distant conditions (M = 5.57) than in the
close conditions (M = 5.03), t(435) = 2.33, p = .020, high glorifiers did not significantly
differ on empathy depending on when the transgression occurred (Mdistant = 3.03, Mclose =
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6.50), t(435) = -.95, p = .340. The main effect of glorification also reached significance,
F(1, 435) = 84.83, p < .001, ηp2 = .07, indicating that glorification was negatively
associated with outgroup empathy (β = -.49). The main effect of attachment was
marginally significant, F(1, 435) = 3.11, p = .079, ηp2 = .01, indicating that attachment
was positively associated with empathy (β = .10).
Central to the research hypothesis, the three-way interaction between the role and
distance manipulations by glorification was marginally significant, F(1, 435) = 3.13, p
= .078, ηp2 = .01 (LCI < .01, UCI = .03). Disentangling this three-way interaction,
analyses of simple effects revealed that when the ingroup was the victim, low glorifiers
were significantly more empathic toward the outgroup in the distant condition (M = 5.12)
than in the close condition (M = 3.48), t(435) = -4.77, p < .001 (see Tables A3 and A4 for
the least-squares means and SEs of all DVs in each condition by glorification, and effect
sizes for the simple effects). High glorifiers, in contrast, did not differ in their empathy
towards the outgroup depending on when the ingroup victimization occurred (Mdistant =
2.37, Mclose = 2.11), t(435) = -.84, p = .402. When the ingroup was the perpetrator, on the
other hand, high glorifiers expressed significantly less empathy in the distant condition
(M = 3.68) than in the close condition (M = 4.40), t(435) = 2.06, p = .040. Low glorifiers,
in contrast, exhibited the same pattern but to a much lesser degree (Mdistant = 6.03, Mclose
= 6.57), t(435) = 1.69, p = .092. No other main or interaction effects reached
significance, Fs(1, 435) < 1.20, ps > .260, ηp2s < .01 (LCIs < .001, UCIs < .02).
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Demands for Justice
Retributive Justice
Demands for retributive justice (α = .93, M = 5.90, SD = 1.90) was submitted as
the DV to the same GLM analysis. The main effect of the role manipulation was
significant, F(1, 435) = 28.13, p < .001, ηp2 = .06 (LCI = .03, UCI = .10). Participants
demanded more retributive justice when the ingroup was the victim (M = 6.31, SD =
1.68) than when it was the perpetrator (M = 5.49, SD = 2.02). Replicating the findings of
Study 2, the main effect of ingroup role was further qualified by an interaction with
glorification, F(1, 435) = 78.81, p < .001, ηp2 = .15 (LCI = .10, UCI = .20). High
glorifiers demanded more retributive justice when the ingroup was the victim (M = 6.81)
than when it was the perpetrator (M = 4.58), t(435) = -10.03, p < .001. Low glorifiers, in
contrast, exhibited the opposite pattern, demanding less retributive justice when the
ingroup was the victim (M = 5.86) than when it was the perpetrator (M = 6.44), t(435) =
2.64, p = .009. The main effect of the temporal distance manipulation was also
significant, F(1, 435) = 42.80, p < .001, ηp2 = .09 (LCI = .05, UCI = .13), such that
participants demanded less retributive justice in the distant condition (M = 5.45, SD =
1.99) than in the close condition (M = 6.49, SD = 1.60). There was again a main effect of
glorification, F(1, 435) = 4.19, p = .041, ηp2 = .01, indicating that glorification was
negatively associated with demand for retributive justice (β = -.12).
Consistent with the focal hypothesis of this study, the three-way interaction
between the role and distance manipulations by glorification was significant, F(1, 435) =
4.84, p = .028, ηp2 = .01 (LCI < .01, UCI = .03). Consistent with the hypothesis, analyses
of simple effects revealed that when the ingroup was the victim, low glorifiers demanded
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less retributive justice in the distant condition (M = 5.26) than in the close condition (M
= 6.46), t(435) = 3.71, p < .001. High glorifiers, in contrast, exhibited the same pattern
but to a much lesser degree (Mdistant = 6.41, Mclose = 7.21), t(435) = 2.65, p = .008. When
the ingroup was the perpetrator, high glorifiers demanded significantly less retributive
justice in the distant condition (M = 3.81) than in the close condition (M = 5.34), t(435) =
4.66, p < .001. Low glorifiers, in contrast, exhibited the same pattern but to a much lesser
degree (Mdistant = 6.17, Mclose = 6.71), t(435) = 1.79, p = .074. No other main or
interaction effects reached significance, Fs(1, 435) < .90, ps > .350, ηp2s < .01 (LCIs
< .001, UCIs < .02).
Restorative Justice
The analysis with demands for restorative justice (α = .81, M = 6.71, SD = 1.54)
as the DV revealed a main effect of ingroup role, F(1, 435) = 16.93, p < .001, ηp2 = .04
(LCI = .01, UCI = .07). Participants demanded more restorative justice when the ingroup
was the victim (M = 6.98, SD = 1.27) than when it was the perpetrator (M = 6.45, SD =
1.74). Again replicating the findings in Study 2, the main effect of ingroup role was again
qualified by an interaction with glorification, F(1, 435) = 27.02, p < .001, ηp2 = .06 (LCI
= .03, UCI = .10). High glorifiers demanded more restorative justice when the ingroup
was the victim (M = 6.88) than when it was the perpetrator (M = 5.61), t(435) = -6.58, p
< .001. Low glorifiers, in contrast, did not differ significantly depending on ingroup role
(Mvictim = 7.11, Mperpetrator = 7.28), t(435) = .84, p = .402. The main effect of the temporal
distance manipulation was also significant, F(1, 435) = 10.99, p = .001, ηp2 = .02 (LCI
= .01, UCI = .05), such that participants demanded less restorative justice in the distant
condition (M = 6.51, SD = 1.72) than in the close condition (M = 6.98, SD = 1.23). The
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main effects of glorification and attachment were also significant, Fs(1, 435) > 6.30, ps
< .012, ηp2s > .01, indicating that glorification was negatively (β = -.30) and attachment
positively (β = .20) associated with demands for restorative justice.
Again, the three-way interaction between the role and distance manipulations by
glorification was significant, F(1, 435) = 6.38, p = .012, ηp2 = .01 (LCI < .01, UCI = .04).
Consistent with the hypothesis, analyses of simple effects revealed that when the ingroup
was the victim, low glorifiers demanded significantly less restorative justice in the distant
condition (M = 6.81) than in the close condition (M = 7.41), t(435) = 2.13, p = .033. High
glorifiers, in contrast, did not differ depending on when the ingroup victimization
occurred (Mdistant = 6.87, Mclose = 6.89), t(435) = .09, p = .925. When the ingroup was the
perpetrator, high glorifiers demanded significantly less restorative justice in the distant
condition (M = 5.11) than in the close condition (M = 6.10), t(435) = 3.47, p = .001. Low
glorifiers, in contrast, did not differ on demands for restorative justice depending on
when the ingroup transgression occurred (Mdistant = 7.19, Mclose = 7.36), t(435) = .67, p
= .506. No other effects reached significance, Fs(1, 435) < 1.02, ps > .316, ηp2s < .01
(LCIs < .001, UCIs < .02).
Willingness to Reconcile
The analysis with willingness to reconcile as the DV (α = .93, M = 5.29, SD =
1.74) revealed a marginally significant main effect of the temporal distance manipulation,
F(1, 435) = 3.09, p = .079, ηp2 = .01 (LCI < .01, UCI = .03). Participants were somewhat
more willing to reconcile in the distant condition (M = 5.37, SD = 1.77) than in the close
condition (M = 5.18, SD = 1.71). The main effect of the distance manipulation was
further qualified by a significant interaction with ingroup role, F(1, 435) = 12.87, p
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< .001, ηp2 = .03 (LCI = .01, UCI = .06). Analyses of simple effects indicated that when
the ingroup was the victim, participants in the distant condition expressed more
willingness to reconcile (M = 5.56) than participants in the close condition (M = 4.84),
t(435) = -3.79, p < .001. When the ingroup was the perpetrator, in contrast, participants
did not differ significantly in their willingness to reconcile depending on when the
transgression took place (Mdistant = 5.23, Mclose = 5.47), t(435) = 1.29, p = .198. There was
also a marginally significant interaction between the distance manipulation and
glorification, F(1, 435) = 3.50, p = .062, ηp2 = .01 (LCI < .01, UCI = .03). Whereas low
glorifiers reported more reconciliatory attitudes in the distant conditions (M = 6.71) than
in the close conditions (M = 6.21), t(435) = 2.58, p = .010, high glorifiers did not
significantly differ depending on when the violence occurred (Mdistant = 4.08, Mclose =
4.10), t(435) = -.10, p = .917. The main effects of glorification and attachment were also
significant, Fs(1, 435) > 10.90, ps < .002, ηp2s > .02, indicating that glorification was
negatively (β = -.68) and attachment positively (β = .18) associated with willingness to
reconcile. No other effects reached significance, Fs(1, 435) < 1.25, ps > .268, ηp2s < .01
(LCIs < .001, UCIs < .02).
The Mediating Role of Empathy
To test the moderated mediation model in which temporal distance affects
attitudes toward justice and reconciliation differently depending on ingroup role and
glorification via empathy (Figure A9), I conducted a series of mediation analyses using
PROCESS with 5,000 bootstrap samples and 95% confidence intervals. Temporal
distance was dummy coded with the close condition as the reference group. In each
analysis, the dummy coded distance manipulation was introduced as the IV (predictor),
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empathy as the mediator, ingroup role and glorification as moderators, and each of the
three final outcomes as the DV (Hayes, 2013, model 12). Although it would be ideal to
test the full model with all three DVs included simultaneously, it was not statistically
possible to conduct a multi-group path analysis comparing high and low levels of
glorification in combination with ingroup role (i.e., victim/high glorification, victim/low
glorification, perpetrator/high glorification, perpetrator/low glorification).7 Statistically,
one could test the multi-group model comparing subgroups based on the two categorical
IVs (i.e., victim/close, victim/distant, perpetrator/close, perpetrator/distant). However,
this alternative model is inconsistent with the conceptual model, and does not test the key
hypothesis that temporal distance causally affects justice demands via empathy
depending on ingroup role and glorification. Therefore, I carried out moderated
mediation analyses using PROCESS Model 12.
It was expected that the distance manipulation would affect demands for justice
and willingness to reconcile via empathy when the ingroup was the victim at low levels
of glorification, as well as when the ingroup was the perpetrator at high levels of
glorification — but not (or less so) when the ingroup was the perpetrator at low levels of
glorification, or when the ingroup was the victim at high levels of glorification.
Demands for Retributive Justice
The analysis with demands for retributive justice as the DV revealed that the
indirect effects of the distance manipulation on retributive justice through empathy were

7

I consulted a SAS statistician who confirmed that the PROC CALIS procedure in SAS could not
accommodate multi-group models with groups based on different levels of a continuous variable, unless the
data were first manually split into high (+1SD) and low (-1SD) levels of the continuous variable. Since I
lost more than half of the sample after splitting the data, PROC CALIS was unable to analyze the multigroup model with the remaining sample size of each subgroup, and even if it could run the analysis, the
results would not have been informative or reliable.
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significant at low levels of glorification in the ingroup-victim condition (boot coefficient
= .23, LCI = .063, UCI = .489; Table A5), and in the opposite direction at high levels of
glorification in the ingroup-perpetrator condition (boot coefficient = -.10, LCI = -.285,
UCI = -.002; Table A6). These significant indirect effects indicate that when the
intergroup violence was distant (relative to close) in time, low glorifiers in the victim
condition were more empathic toward the outgroup perpetrators (boot coefficient = 1.63,
p < .001), which in turn predicted lowered demands for retributive justice (boot
coefficient = -.30, p < .001). High glorifiers in the perpetrator condition, by contrast, were
less empathic toward the outgroup victims (boot coefficient = -.66, p = .005), which in
turn predicted less support for retributive justice (boot coefficient = .52, p < .001).
In addition to the hypothesized indirect effects, the analysis also revealed a
significant indirect effect of temporal distance on retributive justice via empathy at low
levels of glorification in the ingroup-perpetrator condition (boot coefficient = -.08, LCI =
-.225, UCI = -.005). This indirect effect indicates that when the intergroup violence was
distant (relative to close) in time, low glorifiers in the perpetrator condition were
somewhat less empathic toward the outgroup perpetrators (boot coefficient = -.54, p
= .089), which in turn predicted less support for retributive justice (boot coefficient = .48,
p < .001). As expected, the indirect effect at high levels of glorification in the ingroupvictim condition was not significant (boot coefficient = .04, LCI = -.022, UCI = .149).
Importantly, the overall index of moderated moderated mediation (see Hayes, 2017 for a
comparison between indices for three different types of moderated mediation: partial
moderated mediation, conditional moderated mediation, and moderated moderated
mediation) was significant, boot coefficient = -.09, LCI = -.244, UCI = -.003, indicating
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that the moderation of the indirect effect of temporal distance on retributive justice by
ingroup role was dependent on glorification.
Demands for Restorative Justice
The analysis with demands for restorative justice as the DV revealed that the
indirect effects of the distance manipulation through empathy were significant at low
levels of glorification in the ingroup-victim condition (boot coefficient = .46, LCI = .249,
UCI = .740; Table A5), and in the opposite direction at high levels of glorification in the
ingroup-perpetrator condition (boot coefficient = -.20, LCI = -.459, UCI = -.010; Table
A6). These significant indirect effects indicate that when the intergroup violence was
distant (relative to close) in time, low glorifiers in the victim condition were more
empathic toward the outgroup perpetrators, which in turn predicted lowered demands for
restorative justice (boot coefficient = -.11, p = .031). High glorifiers in the perpetrator
condition, by contrast, were less empathic toward the outgroup victims, which in turn
predicted less support for restorative justice (boot coefficient = .59, p < .001).
As expected, the indirect effect at low levels of glorification in the ingroupperpetrator condition was not significant (boot coefficient = -.15, LCI = -.345, UCI
= .005), nor was it significant at high levels of glorification in the ingroup-victim
condition (boot coefficient = -.08, LCI = -.055, UCI = .229). The overall index of
moderated moderated mediation was again significant, boot coefficient = -.17, LCI =
-.376, UCI = -.006, indicating that the moderation of the indirect effect of temporal
distance on restorative justice by ingroup role was dependent on glorification.
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Willingness to Reconcile
The analysis with willingness to reconcile as the DV revealed that the indirect
effects of the distance manipulation through empathy were again significant at low levels
of glorification in the ingroup-victim condition (boot coefficient = .82, LCI = .458, UCI =
1.180; Table A5), and marginally significant at 94% CI in the opposite direction at high
levels of glorification in the ingroup-perpetrator condition (boot coefficient = -.36, LCI =
-.732, UCI = -.008; Table A6). These (marginally) significant indirect effects indicate
that when the intergroup violence was distant (relative to close) in time, low glorifiers in
the victim condition were more empathic toward the outgroup perpetrators, which in turn
predicted increased willingness to reconcile (boot coefficient = .51, p < .001). High
glorifiers in the perpetrator condition, by contrast, were less empathic toward the
outgroup victims, which in turn predicted reduced willingness to reconcile (boot
coefficient = .52, p < .001).
In addition to the hypothesized indirect effects, the analysis also revealed a
marginally significant (94% CI) indirect effect at low levels of glorification in the
ingroup-perpetrator condition (boot coefficient = -.27, LCI = -.558, UCI = -.003). This
indirect effect indicates that when the intergroup violence was distant (relative to close)
in time, low glorifiers in the perpetrator condition were somewhat less empathic toward
the outgroup perpetrators, which in turn predicted less willingness to reconcile (boot
coefficient = .45, p < .001). The indirect effect was not significant at high levels of
glorification in the ingroup-victim condition (boot coefficient = .14, LCI = -.118, UCI
= .375). Importantly, the overall index of moderated moderated mediation was marginally
significant at 94% CI, boot coefficient = -.30, LCI = -.619, UCI = -.007.

60

Motivated Remembering or Forgetting the Past
Attitudes toward Forgetting the Past
The analysis with attitudes toward forgetting the past as the DV (α = .87, M =
3.42, SD = 1.45) revealed a significant main effect of the distance manipulation, F(1,
435) = 6.63, p = .010, ηp2 = .02 (LCI < .01, UCI = .04). Participants in the distant
conditions reported more favorable attitudes toward forgetting the past (M = 3.58, SD =
1.55) than participants in the close conditions (M = 3.21, SD = 1.27). There was also a
significant interaction between the role manipulation and glorification, F(1, 435) = 41.02,
p < .001, ηp2 = .09 (LCI = .05, UCI = .13). Analyses of simple effects indicated that high
glorifiers were more favorable toward forgetting the past when the ingroup was the
perpetrator (M = 4.47) than when it was the victim (M = 3.58), t(435) = 4.94, p < .001.
Low glorifiers exhibited the opposite pattern, expressing more willingness to forget the
past when their ingroup was the victim (M = 3.21) than when it was the perpetrator (M =
2.45), t(435) = -4.21, p < .001. The main effects of glorification and attachment both
reached significance, Fs(1, 435) > 15.50, ps < .001, ηp2s > .03, indicating that
glorification was positively (β = .41) and attachment negatively (β = -.25) associated with
favorable attitudes toward forgetting the past. No other effects reached significance, Fs(1,
435) < 1.26, ps > .260, ηp2s < .01.
Recall Task
To examine whether the role and distance manipulations together with
glorification also affected participants’ actual memory of the manipulation material, I
conducted exploratory analyses of participants’ performance on the recall task. Accuracy
of recall was calculated differently for the single-answer and multiple-answer questions.
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Single-answer Questions
For the single-answer questions, accuracy of recall was first calculated as the sum
of all questions answered correctly, ranging from 0 (no questions answered correctly) to 3
(all questions answered correctly). Because close to half of the participants answered all
three questions correctly and only 10 participants answered all three wrong, their
responses to the three questions were dichotomized into two categories: 0 for scores
lower than 3 (not all questions answered correctly; N = 243) and 1 for scores of 3 (all
questions answered correctly; N = 201). The dichotomized variable was submitted to a
logistic regression analysis with ingroup role and temporal distance as categorical IVs
and glorification as a continuous IV, while controlling for attachment. The analysis only
yielded a marginally significant main effect of glorification, Wald χ2(1) = 3.18, p = .075,
such that as glorification increases, the odds of participants answering all questions
correctly (compared to not answering all questions correctly) decreases, b = -.14, odds
ratio = .87. No other effects reached significance, Wald χ2s(1) < .90, ps > .340.
Multiple-answer Questions
Two indicators of recall accuracy were used for each of the two multiple-answer
questions (regarding interrogation techniques and accuracy justifications of prisoner
abuse): the sum of correct answers selected and the sum of incorrect answers selected.
Because the majority of participants answered the two questions correctly and only very
few participants selected incorrect answers, the two accuracy indicators were both
dichotomized for the two questions: correct answers (0 = missing one or more correct
answers; 1 = all correct answers selected), incorrect answers (0 = no incorrect answer
selected; 1 = one or more incorrect answers selected).
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Interrogation Techniques. The dichotomized accuracy indicator with the sum of
correct answers selected (N0 = 175, N1 = 269) was submitted to the same logistic
regression analysis as specified above. The analysis yielded a significant interaction
between ingroup role and temporal distance, Wald χ2(1) = 6.95, p = .008, such that
participants in the ingroup-perpetrator and distant condition were more likely to select all
the correct interrogation techniques (as opposed to missing one or more correct answers)
compared to participants in the ingroup-victim and close condition, b = 1.05, odds ratio =
2.87. No other effects reached significance, Wald χ2s(1) < 1.78, ps > .184. The analysis
with the second accuracy indicator (sum of incorrect answers selected; N0 = 375, N1 = 69)
did not produce any significant effects, Wald χ2s(1) < .75, ps > .350.
Justification of Prisoner Abuse. The accuracy indicator with the correct answer
selected (N0 = 156, N1 = 288) was also submitted to the same logistic regression analysis.
The analysis revealed a significant main effect of ingroup role, Wald χ2(1) = 7.00, p
= .008, such that the odds of participants selecting the correct justification (as opposed to
not selecting the correct justification) was lower in the ingroup-perpetrator condition
compared to the ingroup-victim condition, b = -.89, odds ratio = .41. No other effects
reached significance, Wald χ2s(1) < 2.61, ps > .100. Because there was only one correct
answer to this multiple-answer question, the variable for the sum of incorrect
justifications selected (N0 = 288, N1 = 156) was the exact opposite of the variable for the
correct answer selected.
Discussion
Study 3 experimentally manipulated both temporal distance to an intergroup
conflict and the ingroup’s perpetrator or victim role in the conflict. Consistent with the
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predictions, temporal distance affected victim and perpetrator group members’ responses
to intergroup violence differently, and the effects of temporal distance depended on
ingroup glorification. When the ingroup was portrayed as the victim of the conflict, low
(but not high) glorifiers in the distant condition expressed more empathy toward the
outgroup and were less demanding of both retributive and restorative justice, compared to
their counterparts in the close condition. When the ingroup was portrayed as the
perpetrator of the conflict, high (but not low) glorifiers in the distant condition expressed
less empathy toward the outgroup and were less supportive of both retributive and
restorative justice, compared to their counterparts in the close condition. Inconsistent
with the hypothesis, participants’ willingness to reconcile was not directly affected by a
three-way interaction between ingroup role, temporal distance, and glorification. Instead,
the analysis revealed a two-way interaction between ingroup role and temporal distance.
Regardless of levels of glorification, victim group members in general were more willing
to reconcile when the transgression took place in the distant rather than the recent past,
whereas perpetrator group members in general did not seem to differ depending on when
the transgression occurred.
Moreover, the moderated mediation analyses further confirmed the hypothesis
that outgroup empathy explains the effects of temporal distance (moderated by
glorification) on attitudes toward justice and reconciliation. As time distances people
from past intergroup violence, low glorifying victims’ reduced demands for both types of
justice and increased willingness to reconcile were a result of their increased empathy
toward the outgroup perpetrators, whereas high glorifying perpetrators’ increased
negative attitudes toward justice and reconciliation were a result of their reduced empathy
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toward the outgroup victims. Even though the three-way interaction on reconciliation was
not significant, the indirect effect of temporal distance on reconciliation via empathy was
significant in the predicted direction in the ingroup-victim condition and marginally so in
the ingroup-perpetrator condition, among low and high glorifiers, respectively. Overall,
the findings of Study 3 supported the proposition that, on the one hand, the “healing”
effects of temporal distance on victim group members are particularly strong among low
glorifiers who are motivated to amend the relationship with the outgroup. On the other
hand, the morally disengaging effects of temporal distance on perpetrator group members
are particularly strong among high glorifiers who are motivated to disengage or even
defend the ingroup’s moral transgressions.
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CHAPTER 5
GENERAL DISCUSSION
The present research consists of three studies that investigate the role of temporal
distance in attitudes toward justice and reconciliation after large-scale intergroup violence
from the perspectives of both victim and perpetrator groups. In the context of the conflict
between Serbs and Bosniaks, Study 1 provided preliminary evidence that temporal
distance from the intergroup transgression played different roles in perpetrator and victim
group members’ responses to the transgression. Whereas increased subjective temporal
distance predicted more negative attitudes toward justice and reconciliation via reduced
outgroup empathy among the perpetrator group, it predicted more reconciliatory attitudes
via increased outgroup empathy among the victim group. Study 1 further showed that
Serbs and Bosniaks – the primary perpetrator and victim groups in the Bosnian War,
respectively – had divergent subjective perceptions of temporal distance from the war.
Compared to Serbs, Bosniaks perceived the war as temporally closer. Using a mixed
(experimental and quasi-experimental) design, Study 1 also illuminated the importance of
the pre-existing victim or perpetrator status of the ingroup in influencing group members’
responses to intergroup conflict. Although during the experiment participants were
reminded of episodes of violence either committed or suffered by the ingroup during the
conflict, the victim vs. perpetrator role manipulation interacted with participants’
ethnicity (a proxy for pre-existing victim or perpetrator status) in affecting most of the
dependent variables. Moreover, temporal distance had significant indirect effects on
intergroup outcomes via empathy only when the episodes of violence depicted in the
article were congruent with the overall victim or perpetrator status of the ingroup,
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suggesting that the predefined victim and perpetrator role may have triumphed the
experimentally induced victim vs. perpetrator identity.
While ecologically valid, the quasi-experimental component of Study 1 came with
several inherent limitations. First, the two ethnic groups naturally differed on many
dimensions other than their victim vs. perpetrator status during the war. For example,
Serbia has more political and military power compared to Bosnia and Herzegovina. Thus,
the obtained differences between Serbs and Bosniaks can potentially be attributed to
factors other than the victim or perpetrator status of participants’ ingroup. Second, as
discussed earlier, whereas most Bosniaks experienced violence directly during the
Bosnian War, Serbs living in Serbia did not. It would be interesting for future research to
examine whether feeling psychologically distant to an intergroup conflict on other
dimensions (e.g., geographical distance) can also increase perceived temporal distance to
the conflict and, more importantly, whether other dimensions of psychological distance
have similar or different downstream implications for attitudes toward justice and
reconciliation.
Addressing the limitations of Study 1, Study 2 successfully manipulated the
victim and perpetrator role of the U.S. in its conflict with Iran. Replicating and extending
the findings of Study 1, Study 2 demonstrated that learning about ingroup transgression
vs. victimization affected Americans’ perceived temporal distance from the conflict and,
importantly, this effect was moderated by ingroup glorification. Whereas high glorifiers
perceived ingroup victimization as temporally closer than ingroup transgression, low
glorifiers reacted in the opposite manner. Study 2 also suggests that victims’ and
perpetrators’ divergent perceptions of temporal distance can potentially explain their
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differential attitudes toward justice and reconciliation. Finally, by experimentally
manipulating temporal distance, Study 3 uncovered the causal relationship between
temporal distance and support for justice and reconciliatory efforts among members of
victim and perpetrator groups. Specifically, as time separates people from past intergroup
violence, victim group members – especially those who do not glorify the ingroup –
empathize with the outgroup more and, as a result, become less demanding of both
retributive and restorative justice and more willing to reconcile with the outgroup. On the
other hand, perpetrator group members – especially those who strongly glorify the
ingroup – empathize with the outgroup less as more time elapses and, as a result, become
less supportive of both types of justice and less willing to reconcile.
Temporal Asymmetry Between Victim and Perpetrator Groups
Recent work on interpersonal and intergroup transgressions has identified a
number of ways in which victims and perpetrators differ in their perceptions of and
responses to injustice (Adams, 2016; Li et al., revise-resubmit). The present research
contributes to the existing literature by demonstrating another dimension of asymmetries
between victims and perpetrators: the temporal asymmetry. In the aftermath of an
intergroup conflict, victim and perpetrator groups diverge on the temporal dimension in
two major ways.
First, temporal distance has different effects on attitudes toward justice and
reconciliation between victim and perpetrator groups. As time (objectively or
subjectively) distances group members from the conflict, victim group members become
more empathic toward the perpetrator group, and more willing to let go of the past and to
reconcile, whereas perpetrator group members become less empathic toward the victim
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group and less interested in justice and reconciliation. Study 3 further demonstrated the
moderating role of glorification, such that the “healing” effects of temporal distance on
victim group members were more pronounced among low glorifiers, whereas the morally
disengaging effects of temporal distance on perpetrator group members were more
pronounced among high glorifiers. It is worth noting that increased temporal distance
reduced low glorifiers’ demands for both retributive and restorative justice in response to
ingroup’s victimization in a conflict. Given that victims’ endorsement for restorative
justice generally leads to support for peaceful conflict resolution (e.g., Leidner et al.,
2013), the decrease in restorative justice demands might be seen as a negative rather than
positive effect of temporal distance on victims’ intergroup attitudes. However, while this
might be true, low glorifying victims’ general tendency to let go of the past and make
peace with the outgroup as time passes suggests that their reduced demands for
restorative justice more likely reflect an increased willingness to move on from the past
conflict rather than reduced interest in the peace process. Moreover, low glorifiers’
average demands for both retributive and restorative justice were in fact very high (above
the mid-point of the scales in all four experimental conditions), indicating their general
support for (rather than resistance to) justice efforts.
Second, victim and perpetrator group members diverge in their subjective
perceptions of temporal distance. Victim group members tend to perceive the past
injustice as temporally closer than perpetrator group members, and such asymmetric
temporal perceptions can further yield differential reactions to the conflict between the
two parties. Study 2 suggests that this type of temporal asymmetry is particularly salient
among people who strongly glorify the ingroup. Among low glorifiers, a different type of
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temporal asymmetry occurred – they perceived past injustice as temporally closer when
the ingroup was the perpetrator rather than the victim. Such asymmetry explains their
tendency to support punishment of ingroup perpetrators as well as efforts to make
amends and reconcile with the victim group. These asymmetric responses to intergroup
violence can therefore constitute a barrier to an effective pursuit of justice and intergroup
reconciliation.
Implications for Post-Conflict Peacebuilding
This research also sheds light on when might be a relatively ideal window of time
to pursue justice and engage in peacebuilding efforts without engendering pejorative
reactions from either side of the conflict. Due to the morally disengaging function of
temporal distance for perpetrators and victims’ tendency to perceive their past suffering
as still close in time, the current findings suggest that, all else being equal, the ideal
timing for pursuing justice should be sooner rather than later after the atrocities took
place. This conclusion may seem to contradict the belief that the pursuit of criminal
justice immediately after the conflict would be challenged with strong resistance from
perpetrator group members, and therefore obstruct the long-term goal of peace (e.g.,
Leebaw, 2008). It is possible, however, that while members of the perpetrator group tend
to react with resistance and even hostility toward early justice efforts, such negative
reactions would become even stronger as time distances them from the past transgression.
Longitudinal research is certainly needed in the future to further examine how victim and
perpetrator group members’ attitudes change over time. To provide a 360-degree view on
post-conflict reconstruction and reconciliation, future research should also examine third
parties’ or bystanders’ perceptions of time and its role in post-conflict peacebuilding.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION
Members of victim and perpetrator groups react to large-scale violence in vastly
different ways. By examining the temporal aspect of the two conflict parties’ responses to
intergroup violence, the current research is one of the first steps toward understanding
both victim and perpetrator perspectives simultaneously. On the one hand, temporal
distance from past violence can have divergent implications for victim and perpetrator
groups’ intergroup attitudes; on the other, victim and perpetrator groups differ in their
perceptions of time. From a theoretical perspective, the current work extends research on
temporal distance into the realm of intergroup conflict and similarly, contributes to the
intergroup conflict literature by exploring the different functions/roles of time in both
conflict parties’ attitudes toward justice and reconciliation. From an applied perspective,
the findings can inform conflict resolution and peacebuilding by bringing attention to the
importance of timing in peace processes and recognizing the differences in victims’ and
perpetrators’ perspectives. Specifically, the research provides insight into when to
implement justice mechanisms, and the potential consequences of the timing of
international justice.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A
TABLES
Table A1. Means and SDs of all dependent variables by participants’ ethnicity and the ingroup-role manipulation, and effect sizes for
differences between the ingroup-victim and the ingroup-perpetrator conditions (Study 1).
Bosniaks
Victim

Serbs
Perpetrator

Victim

Perpetrator
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Temporal distance

M
39.54a

SD
29.15

M
40.84a

SD
27.88

ES(r)
0.02

M
56.32a

SD
26.48

M
50.07a

SD
27.74

ES(r)
0.08

Empathy

1.49a

0.80

3.22b

1.30

0.46

2.54a

1.26

3.79b

1.29

0.35

Retributive justice

5.45a

0.70

3.13b

1.55

0.55

4.02a

1.31

3.16b

1.33

0.23

Outgroup rights

4.22a

1.02

4.59b

0.88

0.13

4.54a

1.00

4.71a

0.95

0.06

Pro-outgroup
policies

3.09a

0.90

3.48b

0.97

0.15

4.12a

1.00

4.44a

0.93

0.12

Attitudes toward
ICTY

2.65a

0.72

2.70a

0.65

0.02

1.93a

0.74

1.92a

0.64

0.003

State-level reconcile

3.85a

1.35

4.58b

1.00

0.23

4.77a

1.01

5.08b

0.83

0.10

Personal-level
reconcile

3.49a

1.37

4.12b

1.22

0.18

4.58a

1.23

4.81a

0.83

0.07

Note. Difference subscripts indicate significant differences within each ethnic group.

Table A2. Least-squares (LS) means and SEs of all key dependent variables by level of glorification (with attachment controlled for)
and condition, and effect sizes (r) for differences between the ingroup-victim and the ingroup-perpetrator conditions (Study 2).
High Glorifiers (+1 SD)
Victim
Perpetrator

Low Glorifiers (-1 SD)
Victim
Perpetrator

M

SE

M

SE

ES(r)

M

SE

M

SE

ES(r)

Temporal distance

4.12a

0.27

5.05b

0.30

0.17

4.95a

0.31

4.17b

0.27

0.14

Empathy

2.36a

0.24

4.72b

0.27

0.44

4.73a

0.27

6.11b

0.24

0.27

Retributive justice

7.01a

0.24

5.04b

0.27

0.39

5.27a

0.27

6.89b

0.24

0.32

Restorative justice

7.06a

0.19

6.12b

0.22

0.24

6.32a

0.22

7.65b

0.19

0.32

Reconciliation

3.91a

0.21

4.83b

0.24

0.22

6.11a

0.24

6.25a

0.21

0.03
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Note. Difference subscripts indicate significant differences within high and low glorifiers.

Table A3. Least-squares (LS) means and SEs of all key dependent variables by the ingroup role and the temporal distance
manipulations at high levels of glorification (with attachment controlled for), and effect sizes (r) for differences between the close and
distant conditions (Study 3).
Victim (high glorifiers)
Close
Distant
M
SE
M
SE
2.11a1
0.25
2.37a1
0.23

Retributive justice

7.21a1

0.24

6.41b1

Restorative justice

6.89a1

0.21

6.87a1

0.20

†

Empathy

Reconciliation

3.82a1

4.32b

1

ES(r)
0.04

Perpetrator (high glorifiers)
Close
Distant
M
SE
M
SE
4.40a2
0.29
3.68b2
0.23

ES(r)
0.10

0.22

0.13

5.34a2

0.27

3.81b2

0.22

0.22

0.19

0.004

6.10a2

0.23

5.11b2

0.19

0.16

0.23

3.84b†2†

0.19

0.09

0.19

0.09

4.38a2

†
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Note. Difference letter subscripts indicate significant differences within the ingroup-victim and the ingroup-perpetrator conditions.
Difference number subscripts indicate significance differences within the close and the distant conditions. Effect sizes displayed are
for simple effects within the ingroup-victim and perpetrator conditions.
†
indicates marginal significance.

Table A4. Least-squares (LS) means and SEs of all key dependent variables by the ingroup role and the temporal distance
manipulations at low levels of glorification (with attachment controlled for), and effect sizes (r) for differences between the close and
distant conditions (Study 3).
Victim (low glorifiers)
Close
Distant

Perpetrator (low glorifiers)
Close
Distant

Empathy

M
3.48a1

SE
0.27

M
5.12b1

SE
0.25

ES(r)
0.22

M
6.57a2

SE
0.25

M
6.03b†2

SE
0.22

ES(r)
0.08

Retributive justice

6.46a1

0.25

5.26b1

0.24

0.18

6.71a1

0.24

6.17b†2

0.21

0.09

Restorative justice

7.41a1

0.22

6.81b1

0.21

0.10

7.36a1

0.21

7.19a1

0.18

0.03

Reconciliation

5.85a1

0.22

6.80b1

0.21

0.16

6.57a2

0.21

6.61a1

0.18

0.01
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Note. Difference letter subscripts indicate significant differences within the ingroup-victim and the ingroup-perpetrator conditions.
Difference number subscripts indicate significance differences within the close and the distant conditions. Effect sizes displayed are
for simple effects within the ingroup-victim and perpetrator conditions.
†
indicates marginal significance.

Table A5. Direct and indirect effects of the temporal distance manipulation on outcomes
through empathy among low glorifiers in the ingroup-victim condition (Study 3).
Retributive
justice
Coefficient
(LCI, UCI)
1.63*
(.956, 2.295)

Restorative
justice
Coefficient
(LCI, UCI)
1.63*
(.956, 2.295)

Reconciliation

Empathy!Outcome (b)

-.35*
(-.484, -.223)

-.11*
(-.219, -.010)

.51*
(.412, .600)

TD!Outcome (c)

-1.43*
(-2.070, -.789)

-1.05*
(-1.585, -.524)

.13
(-.303, .553)

.23*
(.063, .489)

.46*
(.249, .740)

.82*
(.458, 1.180)

TD!Empathy (a)

TD!Empathy!Outcome (ab)

Note. TD = temporal distance manipulation.
*indicates significant effects at 95% CI.
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Coefficient
(LCI, UCI)
1.63*
(.956, 2.295)

Table A6. Direct and indirect effects of temporal distance on outcomes through empathy
among high glorifiers in the ingroup-perpetrator condition (Study 3).
Retributive
justice
Coefficient
(LCI, UCI)
-.72*
(-1.398, -.037)

Restorative
justice
Coefficient
(LCI, UCI)
-.72*
(-1.398, -.037)

Reconciliation

.52*
(.392, .649)

.59*
(.485, .691)

.52*
(.429, .615)

TD!Outcome (c)

-1.42*
(-2.059, -.783)

-.79*
(-1.316, -.259)

-.18
(-.602, .251)

TD!Empathy!Outcome (ab)

-.10*
(-.285, -.002)

-.20*
(-.459, -.010)

-.36
(-.732, -.008)

TD!Empathy (a)
Empathy!Outcome (b)

Note. TD = temporal distance manipulation.
*indicates significant effects at 95% CI. † indicates marginal significance.
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Coefficient
(LCI, UCI)
-.72*
(-1.398, -.037)

†

APPENDIX B
FIGURES

Figure A1. The conceptual model depicting the relationship between temporal distance
and attitudes toward justice and reconciliation via empathy among perpetrator group
members.

Figure A2. The conceptual model depicting the relationship between temporal distance
and attitudes toward justice and reconciliation via empathy among victim group
members.
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Figure A3. The conceptual model depicting the hypothesized effects of temporal distance
from past intergroup violence on attitudes toward justice-related issues and reconciliation
through empathy for the outgroup, moderated by ethnicity and the ingroup-role
manipulation (Study 1).
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Figure A4. Statistical model depicting the effects of subjective temporal distance on
attitudes toward justice and reconciliation through outgroup empathy among Bosniaks in
the ingroup-victim condition (Study 1). Solid paths were significant; dashed paths were
not.
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Figure A5. Statistical model depicting the effects of subjective temporal distance on
attitudes toward justice and reconciliation through outgroup empathy among Serbs in the
ingroup-perpetrator condition (Study 1). Solid paths were significant.
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Figure A6. The conceptual model depicting the hypothesized effects of the ingroup-role
manipulation on attitudes toward justice-related issues and reconciliation through
temporal distance and empathy, moderated by glorification (Study 2).
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Figure A7. Statistical model depicting the effects of ingroup glorification on demands for
retributive and restorative justice and reconciliation through temporal distance and
empathy in the ingroup-victim condition (Study 2). Paths displayed in black were central
to the hypotheses; paths displayed in gray were not. Solid paths were significant; dashed
paths were not.
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Figure A8. Statistical model depicting the effects of ingroup glorification on demands for
retributive and restorative justice and reconciliation through temporal distance and
empathy in the ingroup-perpetrator condition (Study 2). Paths displayed in black were
central to the hypotheses; paths displayed in gray were not. Solid paths were significant;
dashed paths were not.
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Figure A9. Conceptual model depicting the effects of the temporal distance manipulation
on justice-related attitudes and reconciliation through empathy, moderated by the ingroup
role manipulation and glorification (Study 3).
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